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Abstract	
The	United	Nations’	Sustainable	Development	Goals	initiated	in	2016	reiterated	the	need	for	safe	water	
and	healthy	lives	across	the	globe.	The	tenth	anniversary	meeting	of	the	International	Water	and	Health	
Seminar	in	2018	brought	together	experts,	students,	and	practitioners,	setting	the	stage	for	
development	of	an	inclusive	and	evidence-based	research	agenda	on	water	and	health.	Data	collection	
relied	on	a	nominal	group	technique	gathering	perceived	research	priorities	as	well	as	underlying	drivers	
and	adaptation	needs.	Under	a	common	driver	of	public	health	protection,	primary	research	priorities	
included	the	socioeconomy	of	water,	risk	assessment	and	management,	and	improved	monitoring	
methods	and	intelligence.	Adaptations	stemming	from	these	drivers	included	translating	existing	
knowledge	to	providing	safe	and	timely	services	to	support	the	diversity	of	human	water	needs.	Our	
findings	present	a	comprehensive	agenda	of	topics	at	the	forefront	of	water	and	health	research.	This	
information	can	frame	and	inform	collective	efforts	of	water	and	health	researchers	over	the	coming	
decades,	contributing	to	improved	water	services,	public	health,	and	socioeconomic	outcomes.	
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Introduction	
To	promote	public	health	and	wellbeing,	the	United	Nations’	Sustainable	Development	Goal	(SDG)	6	
seeks	to	“ensure	availability	and	sustainable	management	of	water	and	sanitation	for	all”	by	2030	(UN	
Water,	2018).	Many	entities	are	scaling	up	efforts	to	address	this	challenge,	including	responses	to	the	
new	aspects	of	SDG	6	as	compared	to	the	earlier	Millennium	Development	Goals	(1990–2015).	These	
aspects	include	universality,	inclusivity,	cooperative	participation,	and	“safely	managed”	services,	as	well	
as	improved	coordination	with	environmental	protection	efforts	to	support	integrated	water	resource	
management.	A	strong	evidence-informed	decision-making	(EIDM)	is	a	common	goal	in	many	service	
provision	sectors,	including	water,	sanitation,	and	hygiene	(WaSH).	Barriers	to	the	use	of	EIDM	in	WaSH	
policy	and	practice	have	included	a	weak	enabling	environment,	bounded	by	relatively	low	political	
priority,	lack	of	mutual	accountability,	poor	coordination,	insufficient	financing,	and	limited	data	
availability	or	relevance	(SWA,	2018).	Because	the	transition	to	SDG	6	is	accompanied	by	new	evidence	
needs,	it	requires	review	of	corresponding	research	priorities	(Setty	et	al.,	2018b).	
Research	on	water	and	health	involves	both	quantitative	and	qualitative	studies,	generating	and	
matching	data	from	a	complex	mixture	of	disciplines,	such	as	environmental	science,	engineering,	
epidemiology,	economics,	hydrology,	chemistry,	microbiology,	toxicology,	human	biology,	sociology,	
anthropology,	statistics,	and	geospatial	mapping.	Interventions	to	change	processes	or	behaviors	to	
improve	public	health	are	often	complex.	Unlike	medical	trials,	it	can	be	difficult	to	implement	WaSH	
interventions	in	a	controlled	way,	or	to	blind	researchers	and	participants	to	randomized	assignment.	
Some	of	these	challenges	are	exacerbated	in	low-income	settings,	leading	to	weak	main	effects	and	
strong	contextual	influences	(Hamilton	and	Mittman,	2017).	The	resulting	evidence	base	is	characterized	
by	heterogeneity	with	highly	variable	effects	dependent	on	site-specific	characteristics.	The	state	of	
evidence	in	WaSH	may	exasperate	decision-makers,	who	look	for	clear,	usable,	and	immediate	guidance	
when	policy	windows	open	(Brocklehurst,	2013;	Rose	et	al.,	2017).	
A	number	of	international	events	focus	on	EIDM	around	water	and	health	topics,	including	World	Water	
Week	in	Stockholm,	the	rotating	International	Water	Association	World	Water	Congress	and	Exhibition,	
and	the	Water	and	Health	conference	in	Chapel	Hill,	North	Carolina.	These	events	draw	hundreds	to	
thousands	of	participants.	Since	2009,	the	multinational	utility	company	Suez	has	likewise	organized	an	
International	Water	and	Health	Seminar	annually	in	Cannes,	France	to	promote	meaningful	exchange	
between	researchers	and	practitioners.	It	invites	senior	academic	experts	and	junior	scientists	(typically	
finishing	PhD	students)	into	a	smaller	forum	with	greater	contact	time.	Participating	experts	form	a	
standing	scientific	committee,	and	new	student	participants	apply	to	attend	each	year.	Typically,	the	
scientific	committee	selects	16–20	PhD	students	to	maximize	geographical	and	topic	diversity.	
Attendees	have	come	from	countries	including	Australia,	Brazil,	Canada,	China,	Denmark,	Egypt,	
England,	Finland,	France,	Germany,	Hungary,	Iceland,	South	Africa,	Spain,	Sweden,	Switzerland,	Tunisia,	
the	United	States,	and	Wales.	
We	set	out	to	explore	water	and	health	research	priorities	by	harvesting	the	perspectives	of	participants	
at	the	2018	International	Water	and	Health	Seminar.	All	participants	joined	a	simplified	nominal	group	
technique	(NGT)	exercise	that	explored	drivers,	adaptation	needs,	and	perceived	research	priorities.	
Ideally,	research	priority	setting	should	be	transparent,	consider	context,	take	a	comprehensive	stance,	
establish	focal	criteria,	and	include	multiple	categories	of	stakeholders	(Viergever	et	al.,	2010).	The	NGT	
approach	is	often	used	in	quality	improvement,	business,	and	other	group	settings	to	engender	active	
and	equal	participation,	and	to	achieve	prioritization	and	consensus	(CDC,	2006;	Tague,	2004).		
Methods	
We	applied	a	simplified	and	slightly	modified	NGT	(CDC,	2006;	Tague,	2004)	including	all	participants	at	
the	2018	International	Water	and	Health	Seminar	held	in	Cannes,	France.	This	in-person,	participatory	
method	was	selected	as	a	structured	and	inclusive	way	to	develop	consensus	among	a	fairly	large	and	
mixed	group	of	researchers	and	practitioners	(water	and	sanitation	service	providers).	It	aimed	to	
achieve	theoretical	saturation	(comprehensive	exploration	of	research	themes)	by	not	limiting	the	
number	of	submissions	per	person	and	triangulating	concepts	through	multiple	rounds	of	inquiry	
(Saunders	et	al.,	2018).	The	technique	was	adapted	because	of	time	constraints,	and	used	a	color	
indicator	for	paper	submissions	to	confidentially	record,	and	permit	analysis	of,	differences	in	
perceptions	among	the	three	types	of	participants:	academics,	students,	and	practitioners.	We	also	
examined	past	programs	and	prepared	summary	statistics	to	compare	results	to	presentation	topics	
from	the	first	ten	years	of	the	seminar	(2009–2018).	Owing	to	the	expansive	topic,	data	interpretation	
included	a	group-based	narrative	review	(Dijkers,	2009)	was	focused	on	the	most	pertinent	literature	
relevant	to	each	research	theme.			
Data	collection	
Thirty-three	participants	(8	senior	academic	researchers,	10	Suez	research	staff	members,	and	15	
doctoral	or	postdoctoral	scholars)	attended	the	seminar.	All	agreed	to	participate	in	the	NGT	exercise.	
No	compensation	was	offered,	nor	any	penalty	for	choosing	not	to	participate.	Most	participants	came	
from	Europe,	with	representatives	from	the	US,	Canada,	and	Australia;	names,	classifications,	and	
institutions	of	participants	are	listed	in	the	acknowledgements.	The	students	were	at	an	advanced	
trainee	level	in	their	careers,	pursuing	pre-	or	postdoctoral	research,	while	the	academics	held	advanced	
degrees	and	professorships	and	were	generally	late	career.	Professional	attendees	ranged	from	early-	to	
mid-	to	late-career	and	were	permanent	or	contract	employees	of	research	and	development	branches	
within	Suez,	a	large	multinational	utility	group	headquartered	in	France.	The	seminar	and	NGT	sessions	
were	conducted	in	English,	which	was	a	second	language	for	some	participants.	In	consultation	with	the	
University	of	North	Carolina	at	Chapel	Hill	Office	of	Human	Research	Ethics,	the	study	was	not	submitted	
for	formal	IRB	approval	because	the	information	gathered	related	to	the	research	needs	assessment	
rather	than	the	participants	themselves.	
Five	days	before	the	seminar,	all	participants	received	an	email	with	written	instructions	concerning	the	
exercise.	Participants	were	asked	to	consider	questions	about	water	and	health	research	priorities,	but	
not	to	share	their	ideas	with	others.	The	scope	of	“water	and	health”	was	deliberately	not	defined,	as	
the	scope	of	understanding	of	the	term	was	itself	of	interest.	The	instructions	requested	feedback	at	the	
seminar	on	research	themes	separately	from	research	questions,	but	during	the	exercise	these	
categories	were	merged	and	a	new	question	was	added	on	adaptations	to	the	underlying	drivers.		
At	the	seminar,	two	sessions	of	NGT	were	conducted.	In	each,	no	prior	knowledge	of	the	instructions	
was	assumed	and	participants	were	briefly	introduced	to	the	question(s)	to	be	tackled.	Ten	to	twelve	
minutes	were	dedicated	to	“silent	idea	generation”	in	which	participants	recorded	each	of	their	ideas	on	
sticky	note	paper,	with	different	colors	to	differentiate	ideas	from	different	participant	groups	(students,	
academics,	and	practitioners).	The	practice	of	writing	responses	before	sharing	ensured	accountability	
to	the	original	idea	and	equal	participation,	to	prevent	cognitive	“anchoring	and	adjustment”	or	
reporting	bias	based	on	what	others	shared	with	the	group.	The	facilitator	(JB)	served	as	a	participant	in	
accordance	with	good	practice	for	NGT.		
Method	modifications	of	standard	NGT	(CDC,	2006;	Tague,	2004)	included	(a)	accepting	clustered	
contributions	after	the	first	round,	and	(b)	performing	counting	for	prioritization	afterwards,	following	
electronic	data	entry.	One	round	of	round-robin	idea	presentation	was	conducted	in	which	each	
participant	described	one	idea	from	their	sticky	notes	and	the	note	was	added	to	a	display	board.	Notes	
were	loosely	organized	into	categories,	typically	proposed	by	the	person	who	first	raised	a	new	idea,	
and	grouped	by	joining	similar	submissions	as	themes	emerged.	Subsequent	rounds	proceeded	similarly,	
except	that	to	conserve	time,	individuals	were	permitted	to	offer	up	notes	duplicative	of	or	similar	to	an	
idea	being	presented	at	any	time,	without	waiting	for	their	next	turn,	keeping	them	in	the	same	
grouping	with	the	original	idea.	Rounds	continued	until	all	ideas	were	exhausted.	Participants	then	
checked	the	results	on	the	boards,	discussed,	and	modified	the	idea	organization	and	groupings.	The	
outcome	was	adopted	by	informal	consensus	and	transcribed	into	an	electronic	record.	
The	first	round	involved	all	groups	of	participants	(students,	academics,	and	practitioners)	and	lasted	
approximately	two	hours.	It	addressed	two	questions	(drivers	and	research	questions),	and	participants	
indicated	at	the	time	of	presentation	whether	the	idea	they	were	presenting	was	a	driver	or	a	research	
question/theme.	The	second	session	took	place	two	days	after	the	first,	and	lasted	approximately	two	
hours.	It	addressed	practical	adaptations	to	the	drivers	and	involved	only	the	academics	and	
practitioners,	as	students	were	assumed	to	have	less	applied	experience.		
Data	processing	
We	inductively	compared	responses	based	on	the	three	different	approaches	using	different	questions	
(Figure	1)	to	identify	prominent	research	priorities,	underlying	drivers,	and	adaptations.	A	research	
agenda	was	constructed	primarily	using	input	on	research	questions,	with	cross-comparison	for	
sensitivity	to	drivers	and	adaptations.	The	participant	input	was	similarly	cross-compared	with	prior	
program	topics	gleaned	from	annual	programs	from	2009–2018.	This	data	triangulation	helped	to	
ensure	missing	topics	and	perspectives	were	covered.	Several	authors	separately	assessed	data	via	
conventional	qualitative	content	analysis	(Hsieh	and	Shannon,	2005),	using	line-by-line	(in	vivo)	coding	
in	most	cases,	to	evaluate	the	frequency	of	subthemes	as	a	basis	for	presentation	of	findings	and	
discussion.			
	
Figure	1.	Relationship	between	three	lines	of	inquiry	pursued	using	the	NGT	method	to	support	data	triangulation	
and	comprehension.	
The	relatively	rapid	sorting	into	themes	at	the	in-person	sessions	was	supplemented	with	follow-up	
checks	involving	two	authors	(JB	and	KS).	Using	the	submitted	research	priorities	and	categorical	
organization	as	the	primary	input,	category	wording	was	harmonized	to	create	a	set	of	distinct	concepts	
related	to	the	umbrella	of	water	and	health.	First,	alternative	categorization	schemes	were	explored	to	
determine	which	best	fit	the	data.	Second,	categories	with	three	or	fewer	nominated	research	topics	
were	merged	into	other	larger	categories,	and	dominant	subcategories	were	elevated	to	categories	to	
create	a	relatively	even	distribution	of	topics.	Third,	each	category	assignment	was	reviewed	and	some	
research	topics	were	reassigned,	using	the	original	wording	of	the	submission	and	giving	deference	to	
the	original	category	assignment	if	wording	was	unclear.	Categories	were	ordered	by	frequency	of	topic	
nomination,	counting	each	entry	as	one	“vote,”	as	a	means	to	convey	overall	prominence.	Finally,	the	
wording	of	each	submission	was	revised	to	correct	minor	spelling	and	grammar	errors,	to	help	clearly	
convey	the	intended	topic.	In	some	cases,	for	example	when	inferring	the	meaning	of	acronyms,	the	
most	probably	meaning	in	common	use	was	assigned,	although	alternative	meanings	were	possible.	
Input	based	on	submitted	drivers	and	adaptations	were	reviewed	and	cross-compared	with	the	research	
priorities,	to	identify	gaps	and	novel	insights.	Additionally,	the	research	priorities	were	compared	with	
topics	from	the	10-year	history	of	the	Cannes	seminar,	to	offer	insight	as	to	trends	over	time.	This	
involved	assignment	of	topics	to	themes	by	year	by	a	third	author	(JFL).	All	participants	were	offered	a	
follow-up	opportunity	to	help	with	data	interpretation	and	contribute	to	manuscript	preparation.	As	a	
result,	the	draft	results	were	shared	with	a	sub-group	of	participants	who	volunteered,	to	continue	to	
validate	and	refine	understanding	of	the	results	in	a	participatory	manner.	This	team-based	approach	
engendered	a	narrative	literature	review	of	the	most	relevant	references	on	each	topic,	to	aid	
communication	and	uptake	of	the	findings.	
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Results	
Participation	
We	tracked	participant	type,	numbers	of	submitted	“ideas,”	and	average	per-person	idea	generation	
rates	to	characterize	representation	(Table	1).	Since	no	limit	was	assigned,	the	estimated	number	of	
submissions	per	individual	ranged	from	approximately	five	to	25.	
Table	1.	Number	of	participants	and	responses	submitted	at	the	seminar	workshop	by	respondent	type	and	round	
of	questioning	
	 Number	of	
participants	
Total	number	of	
responses	submitted	
Mean	responses	per	
person	
Round	1	(Drivers)	
Students1	 15	 33	 2.2	
Academics2	 8	 23	 2.9	
Practitioners3	 10	 33	 3.3	
Total	 33	 89	 2.7	
Round	1	(Research	Questions/Themes)	
Students	 15	 31	 2.1	
Academics	 8	 34	 4.3	
Practitioners	 10	 55	 5.5	
Total	 33	 120	 3.6	
Round	24	(Adaptation	Needs)	
Academics	 8	 21	 2.6	
Practitioners	 10	 40	 4.0	
Total	 18	 61	 3.4	
1Twelve	current	doctoral	students	and	three	who	had	recently	received	doctoral	degrees	(students	did	not	have	
an	opportunity	to	participate	in	the	second	session)	
2Professors	or	Professors-emeritus	at	universities	or	research	institutions	in	France,	UK,	USA,	Germany,	and	the	
Netherlands	
3Permanent	or	contract	staff	of	Suez	water	and	wastewater	utilities	focused	on	research	and	development,	
including	scientists	and	managers	
4Round	2	included	only	academics	and	practitioners,	as	students	were	assumed	to	have	less	applied	experience.	
Research	priorities	
Refinement	of	the	draft	topic	categorization	initiated	at	the	in-person	sessions	helped	to	solidify	eleven	
major	themes	capturing	water	and	health	research	priorities	(Figure	2).	A	somewhat	broad	category	
about	the	social,	political,	economic	and	other	context	in	which	people	use	water	was	of	greatest	
concern,	reflecting	increased	attention	toward	sustainable	global	development	and	soft	science	in	
addition	to	engineering	approaches.	Next,	some	traditional	disciplines	such	as	water	quality,	water	
treatment,	and	water	microbiology	were	prominent.	Risk	assessment	and	management,	sanitation,	and	
water	resources	held	a	moderate	position.	Less	frequent	emergent	categories	included	information	and	
artificial	intelligence,	real-time	or	rapid	methods,	water	reuse,	and	the	water-energy	nexus.	Some	key	
subthemes	also	emerged	across	categories	or	nested	within	categories.	These	included	technological	
innovation,	metagenomics,	“one	health,”	and	disinfection.		
	••Human	factors
••Governance
••Interdisciplinarity
Socioeconomy	of	water	(17)
••Microplastics
••Disinfection	byproducts	(DBPs)
••Antimicrobial	resistance
••Toxicity	detection
••Water	safety	and	security
Water	quality	(16)
••Cost-effectiveness
••Avoidance	or	removal	of	chemical	additives,	DBPs,	and	emerging	contaminants
••Pathogen	removal	or	disinfection
••Ecological	sustainability	
Water	treatment	(13)
••Microbiomes	and	biofilms	
••Stability	versus	regrowth
••Metagenomics
Water	microbiology	(13)
••Management	tools	for	combining	risks
••Extreme	weather
••Political	instability
••Uncertainties	and	unknowns
Risk	assessment	and	management	(11)
••Access
••Improved	service
••Pathogens	and	micropollutants
Sanitation	(10)
••Quantity	and	quality	stressors
••Management	solutions
Water	resources	(10)
••Data	transmission,	integration,	safe	storage,	and	modeling
••Instruments	and	management	systems	
Information	and	artificial	intelligence	(9)
••Early,	real-time,	online,	and	point-of-use	contaminant	detection
Real-time/rapid	methods	(9)
••Technologies
••Health	risks
••Public	acceptance
Water	reuse	(8)
••Resource	rarefaction
••Decentralized	and	renewable	solutions
••Energy-efficient	and	safe	water	treatment
Water-energy	nexus	(5)
Figure	2.	Identified	water	and	health	research	priorities,	with	themes	and	subthemes	in	order	of	frequency	of	
research	question	submissions	(in	parentheses)	
Triangulation	
Using	three	different	approaches	(i.e.,	requesting	research	priorities	directly	versus	asking	indirectly	
about	prevalent	drivers	and	adaptations)	allowed	triangulation	of	the	data	from	multiple	perspectives.	
Similarities	and	differences	among	responses	contributed	to	the	framing	of	the	research	agenda.	
Overall,	they	revolved	around	protecting	human	health	in	the	face	of	global	changes	as	a	critical	
underlying	concept.	Pure	environmental	(including	wildlife	and	domestic	animal)	protection	played	a	
lesser	role.	Although	deemed	important	by	a	number	of	participants,	ecological	sustainability	represents	
a	newer	aspect	of	WaSH	development	goals.	In	many	cases,	environmental	science,	agriculture,	and	
public	health	fields	have	traditionally	had	separate	regulatory	and	research-funding	structures,	which	
may	fail	to	promote	disciplinary	overlap.	Shifts	toward	unified	planetary	health	were	recognized	during	
participatory	review	of	the	study	as	a	newer	paradigm	that	will	ultimately	affect	research	drivers.	
Drivers	
Drivers	fell	into	seven	categories:	demographic	change,	climate,	chemicals,	microbes,	infrastructure,	
nexus	systems,	and	socio-political	demands.	In	comparing	drivers	to	the	research	themes,	the	
perspective	of	drivers	emphasized	the	health	concerns	underlying	the	research	topics,	which	largely	
focused	on	water	and	sanitation	services.	Some	categories	overlapped	with	the	research	questions	and	
themes.	For	instance,	nexus-related	topics	captured	energy	(Figure	2)	as	well	as	trends	in	food	
production,	soil	conditions,	and	shifting	plant	life.	Climate	change	appeared	as	a	prominent	driver	for	
weather-related	risks,	and	was	also	mentioned	under	risk	assessment	and	management	(Figure	2).	Shifts	
in	chemical	production,	especially	of	micropollutants,	likewise	linked	to	research	questions	under	risk	
assessment	and	management,	water	quality,	and	water	treatment.		
Other	driver	topics	were	less	prominent	among	the	research	questions.	Sociopolitical	shifts,	such	as	
increasing	attention	to	equity	and	changing	international	relations,	indirectly	matched	with	the	
socioeconomy	of	water	category,	and	thus	might	underlie	all	research	themes.	Commonly-referenced	
drivers	for	changes	in	service	needs	and	water-related	health	vulnerabilities	included	demographic	
trends,	such	as	population	growth,	aging	populations,	and	migration	(especially	to	urban	areas).	The	
research	themes	overlooked	some	drivers	such	as	antimicrobial	resistance	and	emerging	diseases,	both	
of	which	should	fall	under	the	water	microbiology	category.	Aging	infrastructure	appeared	as	a	
prominent	driver,	but	was	mentioned	less	frequently	as	a	research	need,	relative	to	information	and	
artificial	intelligence	as	well	as	water	treatment.			
Adaptations	
Due	to	the	smaller	group	size,	the	adaptations	had	fewer	submitted	ideas	and	in-seminar	groupings.	The	
main	overlap	with	the	research	questions	was	a	category	called	knowledge	management	and	data	
science,	corresponding	to	the	information	and	artificial	intelligence	research	category.	Additional	
analysis	revealed	that	the	draft	groupings	of	adaptations	could	be	broken	down	further,	and	all	research	
categories	related	to	at	least	one	adaptation	idea	submission.	Secondary	groupings	related	to	the	use	of	
science	to	inform	policy	and	regulations,	as	well	as	improved	service	provision.	Subthemes	included	
integration	across	systems,	sectors,	and	exposures	(e.g.,	engineering	for	complex	systems	with	
interdependencies	and	trade-offs);	decentralization	(e.g.,	of	treatment	infrastructure	and	monitoring	
capabilities);	safety	and	surveillance,	and	responsiveness	(e.g.,	to	crises	or	situations	of	increased	
demand	like	migration	or	local	droughts).	In	connection	with	sanitation,	human	biomonitoring	(e.g.,	via	
sewage)	emerged	as	a	human	health-oriented	complement	to	established	environmental	health	
monitoring	approaches.	Such	bridges	address	traditional	divides	between	environmental	protection	and	
human	health	regulations.	Surveillance	responsibilities	may	be	siloed	among	different	entities,	though,	
limiting	rapid	and	effective	communication	and	response.			
Topics	from	prior	seminar	programs	
Though	presentation	topics	varied	widely	over	the	past	ten	years	of	the	seminar	(2009–2018),	four	
primary	categories	could	be	identified:	microbiology,	chemistry,	general	topics	(e.g.,	policies,	modeling,	
risk	management),	and	technology	(Figure	3).	Subcategories	further	broke	down	these	classifications.	
For	water	microbiology,	Legionella,	amoeba,	and	intra-amoebal	pathogens	were	the	most	popular	
topics.	For	water	quality,	occurrence	and	treatment	of	micropollutants	were	prevalent	in	past	seminars.	
Epidemiology	and	public	health	surveillance	took	the	lead	for	the	general	category,	mirroring	the	NGT	
adaptation	topics.	Biofiltration	and	biodegradation	took	the	lead	under	technology.	Additional	
prominent	subcategories	included	pharmaceuticals	and	endocrine	disruptors,	antimicrobial	resistance,	
nanomaterials,	virus	occurrence	and	treatment,	perfluorates,	and	biofilms.	Many	of	these	topics	
matched	those	raised	in	the	NGT	sessions	in	2018,	although	the	prevalent	terminology	may	have	
evolved	over	time.	For	instance,	the	microbiome	and	metagenomics	appear	more	frequently	in	recent	
years,	building	on	concepts	prominent	in	earlier	years	such	as	biofilms	and	“viable	but	not	culturable”	
bacterial	cells.	
	
Figure	3.	Broad	categorization	of	past	seminar	topics	(2009–2018,	inclusive)	
Some	previous	presentation	topics	not	mentioned	in	the	NGT	included	specific	viruses	(e.g.,	Ebola,	
adenovirus,	norovirus),	parasites	(e.g.,	Cryptosporidium),	and	bacteria	(enterotoxigenic	Escherichia	coli,	
Shigella,	Helicobacter),	as	well	as	perfluorinated	chemicals,	biofiltration,	biodegradation,	advanced	
oxidation,	and	recreational	waters.	These	might	reflect	oversights,	actual	shifts	in	attention,	or	the	wider	
stance	requested	for	the	exercise	versus	the	specificity	of	individual	research	presentations,	as	these	
topics	remain	globally	prominent.	The	focus	on	single	pathogens,	contaminants,	or	treatment	
approaches	may	also	have	given	way	to	more	holistic	approaches	to	water	safety,	with	the	
understanding	that	biological	and	chemical	threats	are	constantly	evolving.	Surprisingly,	the	SDGs	were	
not	explicitly	mentioned	in	the	NGT,	perhaps	because	they	were	recognized	implicitly.	Terrorism	was	a	
more	prominent	topic	in	past	years,	but	in	2018	was	included	as	one	type	of	risk	under	risk	assessment	
and	management.	
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Contributors	
The	classification	of	submissions	as	coming	from	students,	academics,	or	practitioners	permitted	
observations	about	similarities	and	differences	in	perspective	among	stakeholder	groups.	In	general,	
practitioners	submitted	more	ideas	than	the	academics	or	students,	who	provided	roughly	the	same	
number	of	submissions.	Past	seminar	topics	were	not	broken	down	by	contributor	type,	but	came	
predominantly	from	academic	and	student	attendees	at	the	seminar,	and	reflected	somewhat	narrower	
topic	specificity	than	the	NGT.	
Regarding	drivers,	students	did	not	raise	infrastructure	issues.	Among	adaptations,	few	trends	or	
contrasts	were	apparent	in	the	diversity	of	suggestions	by	practitioners	and	academics.	Within	the	
knowledge	management	and	data	science	category,	practitioners	dominantly	raised	real-time	security.	
Within	the	research	questions,	all	submissions	on	development	of	rapid	or	real-time	monitoring	
methods	and	most	submissions	on	the	water-energy	nexus	and	water	reuse	came	from	practitioners.	
Few	students	at	the	NGT	expressed	ideas	about	risk	assessment	and	management	or	sanitation,	
although	former	students	covered	these	topics	in	past	seminars.	Few	academics	addressed	the	
socioeconomy	of	water,	which	may	reflect	a	greater	degree	of	specialization	in	other	areas.		
Discussion	
Within	the	umbrella	topic	of	water	and	health,	we	present	discussion	around	key	themes	and	
subthemes	in	order	of	decreasing	frequency	of	participant	submissions	(Figure	2).	Aspects	introduced	
through	the	data	triangulation	methods	are	integrated	within	the	same	thematic	areas.	The	scope	of	
participants’	understanding	of	“water	and	health”	appeared	to	match	the	scope	of	the	event	itself,	
which	focused	on	natural,	social,	and	health	sciences	connected	to	water	and	wastewater	services.	It	
delved	less	frequently	into	water	policy.	Due	to	the	natural	overlap	among	these	thematic	categories,	
some	topics	were	assigned	to	the	closest	fit	while	others	appear	in	multiple	contexts.	
Socioeconomy	of	water		
The	socioeconomy	of	water	concerns	interactions	of	sociology,	behavior,	culture,	and	economics	with	
water	needs.	Socioeconomic	issues	underlie	many	other	water	usage	and	safety	concerns,	as	they	make	
up	the	wider	contextual	structures	in	which	water	systems	operate.	This	theme	presents	an	opportunity	
to	identify	synergies	among	topics	and	issues,	and	traverse	traditional	disciplinary	fields	of	research.	
Integration	of	different	fields	and	novel	combinations	of	viewpoints	such	as	political	ecology,	
international	security,	and	anthropology	can	enhance	understanding	of	the	complexities	of	socio-
economic,	socio-cultural,	and	broader	water	research	questions,	as	well	as	their	impacts	on	water	safety	
and	resilience.	Integrated	approaches	can	help	to	model	complex	systems	ripe	with	interdependencies	
and	trade-offs.	Within	this	topic,	contributions	from	participants	broadly	fit	into	three	key	subthemes:	
human	factors,	governance,	and	interdisciplinarity.	Based	on	drivers,	this	theme	must	consider	shifting	
international	relations,	demographic	trends,	and	transboundary	issues,	such	as	increased	migration.	
Considering	the	drivers	and	adaptations,	aging	infrastructure	was	another	reality	that	will	require	added	
long-term	investment	and	efficient	planning	(Value	of	Water	Campaign,	2017).	
Human	factors	consist	of	attitudes,	cultures,	and	practices.	They	include	broad	philosophical	approaches	
towards	the	meaning	of	water	(Lycan,	2010)	as	well	as	applied	issues	such	as	perceptions	and	attitudes	
towards	water	conservation	(Tarlock,	1987;	Hermanowicz,	2008)	and	wastewater	reuse	(Po	et	al.,	2003;	
Hartley,	2006).	Further	research	in	these	fields	should	accompany	future	technological	advances	and	
socio-political	changes,	considering	both	their	empirical	and	ethical	implications	for	complex	water	
systems.	For	instance,	community-based	and	public	participation	in	research	processes	may	help	redress	
inequities	perpetuated	by	prevalent	power	dynamics	in	science	(Kemmis	et	al.,	2016).	Equity	and	social	
and	environmental	justice	topics	were	underrepresented	at	the	seminar,	but	may	be	a	vital	component	
of	research	context	in	both	low-	and	high-income	settings	(e.g.,	Stillo	and	MacDonald	Gibson,	2017).	
These	contextual	factors	are	likely	to	affect	the	selection	and	implementation	of	water	and	public	health	
system	interventions.	
Governance	issues	include	diverse	settings	from	industrialized	smart	cities	to	resource-poor	settings	
such	as	slums.	In	this	field,	research	has	focused	on	issues	such	as	equitable	and	affordable	access	to	
safe	water,	which	remains	integral	to	accomplishing	global	development	goals	(Onda	et	al.,	2012).	This	
subtheme	spans	access	to	piped	water	and	wastewater	disposal,	as	well	as	the	health	outcomes	of	
limited	access,	for	instance	stemming	from	water	carriage	over	large	distances	(Geere	et	al.,	2018;	
Sorenson	et	al.,	2011).	Water	governance	broadly	encompasses	situations	of	limited	water	(Kummu	et	
al.,	2010)	and	increasing	pressures	from	climate	change	across	different	world	regions	as	diverse	as	
Australia	(Dijk	et	al.,	2013),	the	Middle	East	(Hadadin	et	al.,	2010),	South	Africa	(Mukheibir,	2008),	China	
(Cheng	et	al.,	2009),	and	North	America	(Gober	and	Kirkwood,	2010).	Associated	challenges	for	water	
conservation	thus	interact	with	many	of	the	human	factors	mentioned	above.	
The	third	field	concerns	interdisciplinarity,	transdisciplinarity,	and	the	integration	of	social	sciences,	
natural	sciences,	engineering,	and	operational	research.	This	is	at	the	forefront	of	many	fields,	especially	
in	the	context	of	“One	Health”	(Min	et	al.,	2013;	Manlove	et	al.,	2016),	planetary	health	(Galway	et	al.,	
2016),	nutrition	(Picchioni	et	al.,	2017),	and	other	fields	(Morillo	et	al.,	2003).	Brown	et	al.	(2015)	
mapped	out	how	such	an	approach	can	lead	to	fruitful	collaboration	within	and	beyond	the	field	of	
water	research	by	forging	a	shared	mission,	developing	“T-shaped”	researchers,	nurturing	constructive	
dialogue,	offering	institutional	support,	and	bridging	research,	policy,	and	practice.	These	approaches	
are	especially	important	in	water	and	health	research	due	to	the	inherent	integration	of	scientific	
inquiry	with	applied	solutions	in	a	complex	socio-political	environment.	One	example	is	the	relationship	
between	water	and	wastewater	pricing	and	human	behavior,	where	microeconomics	(traditionally	a	
business	field)	informs	good	water	provision	practices	(Nauges	and	Whittington,	2017).	
Water	quality		
The	notion	of	water	quality,	defined	as	measurement	and	understanding	of	how	compounds	and	
organisms	in	water	can	influence	human	and	environmental	health,	has	evolved	alongside	scientific	and	
technical	progress.	It	was	essentially	limited	to	organoleptic	descriptors	(color,	odor,	taste	and	
temperature)	until	the	early	19th	century	(Symons,	2006).	The	emergence	of	epidemiology	and	
bacteriology	resulted	in	the	development	of	water	disinfection	and	microbial	indicators	as	new	quality	
parameters,	representing	substantive	public	health	achievements	(CDC,	1999,	Sedlak,	2014).	
Developments	in	analytical	chemistry	during	the	second	half	of	the	20th	century	led	to	an	increasing	
number	of	new	chemical	parameters	(Trussel,	2006).	The	consciousness	raised	by	a	series	of	popular	
works	(e.g.,	Carson,	1962;	Colborn	et	al.,	1996)	likewise	contributed	to	expanding	the	lists	of	quality	
parameters	to	encompass	pesticides,	pharmaceuticals,	and	endocrine	disruptors.	To	measure	and	
understand	how	compounds	and	organisms	in	water	can	influence	human	health,	NGT	participants	
recommended	continued	improvement	in	analytical	methods	for	chemical	and	microbial	contaminants.		
Subthemes	raised	by	participants	included	microplastics,	disinfection	byproducts	(DBPs),	antimicrobial	
resistance,	perfluorinated	chemicals,	toxicity	detection,	Water	Safety	Plans,	and	security	issues.	
Microplastics	have	recently	been	an	area	of	intense	activity,	especially	in	marine	waters,	but	questions	
regarding	their	potential	health	effects	on	humans	and	the	significance	of	waterborne	exposure	remain	
unanswered	(Rocha-Santos,	2018).	DBPs	remain	major	concern	in	drinking	and	recreational	waters,	with	
increased	attention	on	understanding	formation	from	different	precursors,	toxicity,	and	strategies	to	
reduce	or	eliminate	formation	(Li	and	Mitch,	2018;	Manasfi	et	al.,	2018).	Antimicrobial	resistance	
represents	a	major	and	increasing	threat	to	public	health,	and	the	role	of	waste	and	drinking	waters	in	
the	transmission	of	resistance	genes	needs	to	be	clarified	(Manaia,	2017,	Wuijts,	et	al.,	2017).	
Perfluorinated	compounds	such	as	PFOA	and	PFOS	have	gained	increased	public	attention	due	to	the	
potential	health	effects	of	levels	found	in	source	water	and	drinking	water	(Morrison,	2016).		
In-vitro	bioassays	for	toxicity	detection	used	for	more	than	half	a	century	to	assess	the	safety	of	water	
reuse	schemes	have	demonstrated	their	usefulness	for	the	assessment	of	complex	mixtures	of	
pollutants.	Their	application,	however,	is	still	limited	by	lack	of	demonstration	of	the	linkages	between	
in-vitro	and	in-vivo	response,	and	difficulty	in	interpreting	results	(Leusch	&	Snyder,	2015).	Water	Safety	
Plans	(incorporating	water	quality	and	security	issues)	have	been	recommended	by	the	World	Health	
Organization	(WHO)	since	2004	(WHO,	2004)	and	are	being	deployed	worldwide.	Their	application	
should	lead	to	improved	ways	of	assessing	water	quality	using	real-time	parameters	and	on-line	sensors	
for	operational	control	(e.g.,	turbidity	at	filter	outlet	or	intrusion	detection),	in	addition	to	typically	
lengthier	time-to-result	laboratory	analyses	used	for	compliance.	
Water	treatment	
Water	treatment	includes	technology,	infrastructure,	and	methods	for	ensuring	safe	water	supply.	Since	
water	treatment	technologies	may	be	tailored	to	a	range	of	sources	including	surface	water,	
groundwater,	marine	water,	stormwater,	and	recycled	wastewater,	this	thematic	area	overlaps	with	
water	resources,	water	reuse,	and	sanitation.	Ensuring	safe	water	supply	requires	a	holistic	perspective	
and	attention	to	four	main	subthemes:	cost-effectiveness	of	treatment	and	treatment	upgrades	(e.g.,	
membranes);	avoidance	or	removal	of	chemical	additives,	DBPs,	and	emerging	contaminants;	
alternatives	for	pathogen	removal	or	disinfection;	and	ecological	sustainability	(e.g.,	safe	disposal	of	
brine	waste	from	seawater	desalination).	An	additional	participant	contribution	focused	on	updating	
treatment	technologies	for	distributed	(cellular)	systems	and	water	reuse.	In	reference	to	drivers	and	
adaptations,	much	of	the	world’s	water	treatment	infrastructure	was	constructed	in	the	latter	half	of	
the	twentieth	century,	and	is	increasingly	in	need	of	repair	or	replacement	(Moe	and	Rheingans,	2006).	
	
Updates	to	water	treatment	systems	must	take	into	account	the	best	available	technology,	as	well	as	
cost,	resilience,	and	environmental	constraints.	Cost-effectiveness	and	cost-benefit	analyses	require	
accessible	methods	(e.g.,	Whittington	and	Hanemann,	2008)	that	consider	costs	and	benefits	accrued	
beyond	the	utility,	for	instance	to	the	public	and	the	environment.	Such	plans	are	especially	pertinent	
when	planning	to	replace	or	repair	infrastructure	that	can	flexibly	meet	needs	(e.g.,	for	a	growing	or	
declining	population)	over	a	multi-decadal	lifespan.	In	addition	to	disinfection	methods	using	chlorine,	
ozone,	or	ultraviolet	light	(UV),	novel	disinfection	methods	might	include	induction	of	autolysis	of	
bacteria	in	water	systems,	for	instance	using	quorum-sensing	particles	or	bacteriophages.	Limiting	the	
formation	of	DBPs	was	recognized	as	a	driver	for	this	subtheme	(Li	and	Mitch,	2018).	While	new	
approaches	are	constantly	under	development,	consideration	of	the	health	impacts	of	pathogen	
reduction	by	various	methods	and	degrees	would	help	to	support	decision-making.	The	extension	of	the	
SDGs	to	serve	all,	including	remote	populations	in	unique	environments,	requires	added	attention	to	
water	treatment	decentralization	and	conservation	via	onsite	reuse	(Insight	et	al.,	2017).	
	
Water	microbiology		
Water	microbiology	research	concerns	microbial	communities	and	their	effects	on	water	resources	and	
human	or	animal	health.	Microbes	can	float	freely	in	water,	attach	to	particles,	aerosolize,	or	live	in	
biofilms	(slimy	matrices	that	form	on	surfaces).	Knowledge	about	pathogenic	microorganisms	in	water	
and	wastewater	has	saved	millions	of	lives	over	the	last	century	from	enteric	disease	outbreaks	such	as	
cholera	(Rosen,	2015;	Schlipköter	and	Flahault,	2010)	and	typhoid.	The	drinking	water	microbiome	may	
comprise	up	to	40	phyla,	which	change	during	various	stages	of	water	treatment	and	distribution	
(Proctor	and	Hammes,	2015).	The	primary	global	burden	of	disease	is	associated	with	enteric	pathogens	
spread	via	water	and	food,	particularly	rotavirus,	Cryptosporidium,	Shigella,	and	Enterotoxigenic	
Escherichia	coli	(ETEC)	(Kotloff,	2017).	Microbes	and	their	pathogenicity	are	constantly	evolving	in	
response	to	environmental	stimuli,	which	can	lead	to	antimicrobial	resistance	and	emerging	human	
diseases.	Topics	raised	by	participants	included	interaction	within	microbiomes	and	biofilms,	community	
stability	or	regrowth	(e.g.,	in	distributed	or	stored	water),	and	investigative	tools	such	as	metagenomics.	
Among	biological	hazards	to	human	health,	water	treatment	processes	have	traditionally	targeted	
enteric	pathogens	only	(Fewtrell	and	Bartram,	2001)	and	these	continue	to	be	critical	for	safety	(Setty	et	
al.,	2018a).	More	recently,	disease	outbreaks	associated	with	treated	water	and	other	water	systems,	
such	as	cooling	towers,	show	a	significant	increase	in	respiratory	diseases	caused	by	water-based	
opportunistic	pathogens	such	as	Legionella	pneumophila	(Beer	et	al.,	2015;	Gargano	et	al.,	2017).	
Effective	and	safe	drinking	water	distribution	systems	and	plumbing	systems	in	large	buildings	(Cunliffe	
et	al.,	2011)	are	crucial	to	protect	and	improve	health.	Water	treatment	processes,	nutrients,	
disinfection	residuals,	DBPs,	and	the	abiotic	factors	of	distribution	systems	and	on-premises	plumbing	
(e.g.,	stagnation	of	water,	temperature)	have	significant	impacts	on	the	microbial	community	of	tap	
water	and	associated	water	quality	(Wang	et	al.,	2018).	Moreover,	free-living	amoebae	and	some	other	
protozoa	present	in	distribution	systems	protect	certain	bacterial	pathogens	from	disinfectants	and	
support	intracellular	growth	of	pathogens	like	Legionella	(Balczun	and	Scheid,	2017;	Lu	et	al.,	2014;	
Pagnier	et	al.,	2015).		
Microbial	quality	and	chemical	quality	interact,	especially	where	chemical	disinfectants	used	for	
microbial	inactivation	give	rise	to	added	chemical	hazards.	One	primary	concern	has	been	the	health	
effects	of	DBPs,	since	many	are	considered	carcinogenic	(Richardson	et	al.,	2007).	Some	suggest	
adapting	treatment	processes	to	select	for	bacteria	such	as	Rhodococcus	and	Mycobacterium,	which	are	
capable	of	biodegrading	DBPs	(Sharp	et	al.,	2010;	Gerrity	et	al.,	2018).	Yet,	another	concern	is	
inadvertent	selection	of	disinfectant-resistant	bacteria	such	as	mycobacteria	or	antimicrobial	resistant	
bacteria	that	can	opportunistically	cause	infection	in	immunocompromised	people	(Von	Reyn	et	al.,	
1994;	Whiley	et	al.,	2012;	Gerrity	et	al.,	2018;	Liu	et	al.,	2018;	Potgieter	et	al.,	2018;	Stüken	et	al.,	2018).	
Thus,	manipulation	of	microbial	ecology	to	promote	“beneficial”	microbes	is	an	important	area	of	
continuing	research.	
Advancement	in	gene	sequencing	methods	provide	exciting	new	insights	and	opportunities	for	water	
microbiology	research,	although	the	presence	of	nucleic	acids	does	not	translate	directly	to	infectivity	
(Tan	et	al.,	2015).	Future	research	might	target	biological	processes	in	water	treatment,	use	of	
metagenomics	to	characterize	occurrence	and	fate	of	antimicrobial	resistance	genes,	the	virome	of	
wastewater,	or	microbial	ecology.	Understanding	microbial	ecology	is	important	to	design	sustainable	
and	safe	water	systems.	Some	studies	suggest	that	tap	water	bacterial	composition	depends	primarily	
on	treatment	processes	rather	than	source	water	(Wang	et	al.,	2013;	Zhang	et	al.,	2017).	Thus,	the	
microorganisms	and	DBPs	present	in	treated	drinking	water	could	alter	the	microbiota	in	the	human	gut,	
which	would	ultimately	influence	human	health	(e.g.,	Von	Hertzen	et	al.,	2007).	A	better	understanding	
these	relationships	could	inform	the	best	drinking	water	management	approaches	for	achieving	public	
health	benefits.	
Risk	assessment	and	management		
Risk	assessment	and	management	consists	of	technologies,	methods,	behaviors,	and	processes	that	
support	conversion	of	evidence	about	risk	to	planning	and	mitigation	among	stakeholders.	This	often	
involves	ranking	different	hazards	harmful	to	people	at	different	life	stages,	taking	into	account	
mortality,	illness	(disability-adjusted	life	years	or	DALYs),	and	other	types	of	consequences.	Subthemes	
of	participant	contributions	on	this	topic	included:	(a)	management	tools	for	combining	multiple	types	
or	measures	of	risk	under	a	common	framework,	(b)	risks	related	to	extreme	weather	events,	(c)	
security	in	the	face	of	political	instability	(e.g.,	war	or	terror	attacks),	and	(d)	accounting	for	
uncertainties	and	unknown	risks.	An	additional	submission	related	to	the	water	microbiology	and	
information	and	artificial	intelligence	categories	suggested	using	burgeoning	data	availability	(e.g.,	
metagenomics	and	other	“omics”)	to	inform	risk	management.	Changing	demographics	represented	a	
relevant	driver,	as	this	may	lead	to	shifts	in	the	sensitivity	or	receptivity	of	populations	to	various	
hazards.	
	
Multiple	risk	management	tools	and	approaches	were	raised	as	potential	options	for	water	systems,	
including	synthesis	frameworks	such	as	Water	Safety	Plans	(Bartram	et	al.,	2009),	quantitative	microbial	
risk	assessment	(QMRA;	Petterson	and	Ashbolt,	2016)	for	microbial	pathogens,	as	low	as	reasonably	
achievable	(ALARA;	Lindhe	et	al.,	2010)	principles	for	contaminant	reduction,	and	geospatial	modeling	
(e.g.,	Lafforgue	et	al.,	2018).	One	issue	may	be	how	to	combine	data-driven	management	of	multiple	risk	
categories	(e.g.,	water	quality,	financial	risk,	reputational	risk).	Risk	management	programs	such	as	
Water	Safety	Plans	have	been	actively	piloted	and	evaluated	in	recent	years	(WHO	and	IWA,	2017),	
demonstrating	potential	benefits	to	public	health	(Gunnarsdóttir,	et	al.,	2012;	Setty	et	al.,	2017),	but	
work	remains	to	facilitate	an	enabling	implementation	environment	in	both	low-middle	and	high-
income	countries	(Baum	and	Bartram,	2018).	While	most	efforts	in	past	decades	were	dedicated	to	
managing	chemical	hazards,	emerging	risks	are	more	often	linked	to	microorganisms	(Rusin	et	al.,	1997).	
Based	on	prior	seminar	topics,	risk	assessment	related	to	nanotechnology	is	needed	as	compounds	may	
be	more	or	less	toxic	at	the	nanoscale	(Rocha-Santos,	2018).	Climate	extremes	are	expected	to	become	
more	severe	in	coming	decades	(IPCC,	2014),	leading	to	a	great	deal	of	research	among	water	suppliers,	
environmental	managers,	and	public	health	officers	around	mechanisms	for	planning,	adaptation,	and	
resilience	(Deere,	2017).		
	
Regarding	security,	the	terrorist	attacks	on	September	11,	2001	led	to	greater	awareness	around	water	
supply	vulnerabilities	(Camarillo	et	al.,	2014).	Safety	largely	requires	responsiveness	to	both	urgent	and	
subtle	water	crises,	including	those	with	non-malevolent	causes	such	as	long-term	drought	or	shifting	
water	demands.	In	the	NGT	exercise,	hospitals	were	mentioned	as	a	particularly	vulnerable	type	of	
institution,	mirroring	newer	findings	of	poor	attention	to	water,	sanitation,	and	hygiene	systems	in	
settings	with	greater-than-average	immunocompromised	populations	at	risk	of	infectious	diseases	
(WHO	&	UNICEF,	2015).	Loss	of	hospital	water	supplies	(e.g.,	due	to	a	crisis	or	intermittent	service)	puts	
patients	at	greater	risk	and	often	requires	compromises	in	sanitary	procedures	or	physiologically	
stressful	patient	transfers.	Approach	and	methodology	options	for	addressing	uncertainty	and	unknown	
risks	include	the	precautionary	principle,	expert	consultation,	probabilistic	inference,	sensitivity	tests,	
fuzzy-set	theory,	value-based	weighting	preferences,	or	conditional	rules	(Almaarofi	et	al.,	2017;	
Dominguez-Chicas	and	Scrimshaw,	2010;	Petterson	and	Ashbolt,	2016).	Automated	data	production,	
management,	and	decision-support	systems	may	aid	in	earlier	detection	of	risks,	enabling	faster	
response	times.		
	
Sanitation		
Sanitation	considers	management	of	human	excreta,	wastewater,	and	solid	waste	to	lessen	negative	
human,	animal,	and	environmental	consequences.	Within	this	area,	key	subthemes	raised	by	
participants	included	access	to	sanitation	services	and	improving	their	quality,	especially	using	
decentralized	wastewater	treatment	systems	(DEWATS).	Priorities	also	included	improving	knowledge	of	
pathogens	and	micropollutants	in	liquid	and	solid	waste	disposal,	particularly	for	risks	associated	with	
their	persistence,	removal	from	wastewater,	and	the	sanitary,	environmental,	and	occupational	
implications.	In	sum,	these	topics	complement	the	water	resources	and	socioeconomic	subthemes,	and	
create	synergies	for	enhancing	usability	of	freshwater	and	marine	resources.	
Ensuring	availability	and	improvement	of	sanitation	systems	has	been	an	area	of	intense	activity.	The	
WHO	and	United	Nations	Children's	Fund	(UNICEF)	Joint	Monitoring	Programme	for	Water	Supply,	
Sanitation	and	Hygiene	(JMP)	reported	that	more	than	2.1	billion	people	gained	access	to	improved	
sanitation	between	1990	and	2015	(WHO	and	UNICEF,	2017).	Still,	more	than	2.4	billion	people	had	no	
access	to	improved	sanitation	and	1	billion	remained	without	any	sanitation	system.	Taking	into	account	
the	ambitious	new	service	norm	of	“safely	managed”	sanitation,	meaning	a	household	has	an	improved	
facility	with	in-situ	excreta	disposal	or	transport	and	treatment	offsite,	a	whopping	5.3	billion	people	
lacked	coverage	(WHO	and	UNICEF,	2017).	Decentralization	appears	as	a	logical	evolution	for	handling	
increasing	loads	of	wastewater	and	urban	stormwater.	A	study	published	by	the	Organisation	for	
Economic	Co-operation	and	Development	(OECD)	demonstrated	the	potential	for	sustainable	
decentralized	water	resource	management	in	urban	environments,	with	better	flexibility	and	at	a	lower	
cost	than	current	sanitation	systems	(Water	and	Cities,	2015).	In	addition,	many	urban	centers	continue	
to	seek	solutions	for	managing	concentrated	urban	runoff,	in	some	cases	by	facilitating	treatment	of	
discharge	collected	by	separate	or	combined	sewer	systems	(Barbosa	et	al.,	2012).	
	
Better	knowledge	of	the	fate	of	pathogens	and	micropollutants	from	wastewater	represents	a	valuable	
addition	to	the	research	docket,	as	it	will	improve	understanding	and	management	of	subsequent	risks	
to	public	health	(Campos	et	al.,	2016;	Gavrilescu	et	al.,	2015).	Along	with	molecular	methods	and	
chromatographic	methods,	the	addition	of	high-throughput	sequencing	and	mass	spectrometry	has	
enabled	more	rapid	analysis	of	their	transport,	dissemination	and	persistance	in		environment.	Still,	
researchers	limited	information	on	both	the	long-term	effects	of	micropollutant	cocktails	and	their	
relationship	with	the	emergence	of	new	bacterial	and	viral	pathogens	(Jekel	et	al.,	2013;	Sano	et	al.,	
2016).	Concerning	the	implications	of	waste	disposal,	some	studies	have	addressed	wastewater	reuse	
and	solid	waste	disposal	(Kellis	et	al.,	2013;	Kinnaman,	2017;	Maimon	et	al.,	2010),	but	more	attention	is	
needed	to	determine	method	effectiveness	and	pollutant	persistence.	Seminar	participants	felt	that	
wastewater	reusability	(e.g.,	for	water,	energy,	nutrients)	and	mastery	in	pollutanst	removal	were	
critical	components	of	waste	management	for	the	next	5-10	years.	Forward-looking	commentary	on	
adaptations	and	the	potential	use	of	wastewater	revolved	around	the	public	health	surveillance	via	
human	biomonitoring	(Joas	et	al.,	2017).		
Water	resources		
Water	resources	refers	to	conservation	of	existing	and	potential	new	ambient	water	supplies	for	human	
and	ecological	use.	Research	priorities	primarily	fell	into	two	subthemes:	(a)	water	supply	quantity	and	
quality	stressors	and	(b)	water	management	solutions.	Quantity	stressors	included	shortage,	drought,	
and	water	loss.	Quality	stressors	related	to	industrial,	agricultural,	and	other	pollutant	sources	that	lead	
to	groundwater	contamination	and	fecal	pollution	in	watersheds.	Regarding	management	solutions,	
participants	cited	protection,	conservation,	improved	management	planning	at	the	watershed	level,	and	
attention	to	irrigation	practices.	To	achieve	SDG	6,	the	2018	United	Nations’	world	water	development	
report	emphasizes	nature-based	solutions	tapping	wastewater	as	an	underused	resource	(WWAP/UN-
Water,	2018),	consistent	with	the	sanitation	theme	above.	
	
Water	resources	planning	and	accounting	will	require	projection	of	suspected	stressors,	such	as	climate	
change	(Olmstead,	2014).	Accounting	concepts	include	a	water	footprint,	defined	as	the	total	volume	of	
freshwater	used	directly	and	indirectly	by	a	nation	or	a	company,	or	in	the	provision	of	a	product	or	
service	(Chenoweth	et	al.,	2014).	Economic	approaches	such	as	payment	for	environmental	services	
(PES)	represents	a	potential	option	to	protect	water	quality	at	the	watershed	scale	(Lafforgue,	2016).	
Bioremediation	and	source	tracking	methods	were	similarly	raised	as	management	tools	to	address	
pollutant	fate	and	movement	within	surface	and	groundwater.	Overlapping	with	the	water	reuse	
category,	an	additional	submission	had	to	do	with	considering	the	circular	economy	of	water	resources	
in	which	uncontaminated	water	circulates	in	closed	loops,	allowing	repeated	use	(Eneng	et	al.,	2018)	
rather	than	traditional	collection,	use,	and	disposal	into	the	environment.		
	
Information	and	artificial	intelligence		
This	category	revolves	around	data	collection	and	processing	to	enable	better	informed	decision-
making.	Few	submissions	were	repetitive	or	demonstrative	of	trends,	suggesting	a	wide	array	of	needs	
in	this	research	area.	Data	modeling	was	a	research	need	for	holistically	considering	contaminant	
sources,	pathways,	effects	on	water	quality,	and	control	options	at	a	systems	level	inclusive	of	the	
watershed,	infrastructure,	and	receptors	(e.g.,	Lafforgue	et	al,	2018).	Other	needs	included	
management,	transmission,	integration,	and	safe	storage	of	large	amounts	of	data	from	diverse	sources	
(e.g.,	watershed,	water	supply	and	treatment,	public	health,	open	data,	video	streams,	social	media).	
Appropriate	instrumentation	and	centralized	management	systems	should	be	developed	to	accomplish	
these	tasks.	Speed	was	of	key	concern,	for	example	using	artificial	intelligence	as	an	alternative	to	long,	
difficult,	and	costly	epidemiology	studies.		
	
Experts	recognize	care	should	be	taken	in	communicating	the	potential	for	artificial	intelligence	to	
replace	existing	methods.	For	instance,	Google	Flu	Trends	(Ginsberg,	2009)	was	released	in	2006,	but	
withdrawn	after	a	few	years	due	to	its	tendency	to	over-predict	influenza	infections	based	on	Google	
search	data.	Despite	some	limitations,	data	analytics	and	artificial	intelligence	will	be	considered	useful	
and	necessary	tools	to	explore	data	and	contribute	to	better	management	of	water	systems	in	the	
future.	Participants	recommended	data	systems	both	to	survey	ongoing	performance	shifts	and	to	
detect	or	diagnose	abnormalities	(e.g.,	in	infrastructure	integrity).	Optimization	exercises	can	help	to	
solve	complex	water	network	design	or	health	hazard	problems,	taking	into	account	many	different	
criteria,	and	leading	to	better	solutions	than	manual	design	(e.g.,	Maier	et	al.,	2014).		
	
Real-time/rapid	methods		
Real-time	monitoring	of	drinking	water	systems	includes	the	technologies	and	data	systems	that	help	
managers	to	maintain	safety	and	respond	quickly	to	accidental	or	malevolent	incidents.	Participant	
feedback	dealt	with	early,	real-time,	online,	and	point-of-use	contaminant	detection,	spanning	both	
chemical	and	biological	parameters.	In	addition	to	informing	water	treatment	processes,	participants	
anticipated	deployment	of	sensors	in	source	water,	distribution	systems,	and	at	the	point	of	use	to	
maintain	active	surveillance	and	problem	detection.	
	
Research	interest	has	been	growing	in	online	monitoring	for	both	chemical	and	biological	water	quality,	
including	harmful	algal	bloom	(HAB)	toxins	(Storey	et	al.	2011;	Lopez-Roldan	et	al.	2013).	Online	
monitoring	equipment	can	be	installed	as	an	early	warning	system	for	the	water	intake,	treatment	
process	monitoring	and	main	entry	points	to	the	distribution	system.	In	ambient	waters,	real-time	and	
rapid	methods	also	concern	water-contact	and	other	recreational	uses.	Complexity	derives	from	the	
current	impossibility	of	constructing	a	single	sensor	to	detect	all	contaminants	or	pathogens.	Studies	
investigating	the	performance	of	various	water	quality	sensors	on	different	contamination	patterns	
suggest	monitoring	changes	to	conventional	parameters,	such	as	pH,	temperature,	turbidity,	electrical	
conductivity,	and	free	chlorine	concentration,	may	sufficiently	address	concerns	associated	with	health	
risk,	customer	perceptions	(aesthetic	taste	and	odor),	and	asset	management	(Hall	et	al.	2007).		
	
Such	monitoring	systems	should	distinguish	abnormal	changes	from	normal	variations.	Thus,	event	
detection	models	are	required	for	exploring	the	time	series	of	each	water	quality	parameter	and	
detecting	anomalies	in	water	supply	systems	and	networks	(Housh	&	Ostfeld	2015).	The	cost	for	sensor	
deployment	and	operation	limits	the	number	of	locations	that	can	be	monitored	in	real	time.	Future	
studies	will	likely	aim	to	develop	low-cost	and	miniaturized	sensor	technologies	to	make	continuous	and	
complete	monitoring	possible	throughout	a	water	system.	In	addition	to	treatment	facilities,	
participants	raised	installing	sensors	in	distribution	pipes	(such	as	sensor	chips	attached	to	pipe	walls),	
consumer	taps,	and	individual	water	meters.	
	
Water	reuse		
Water	reuse	refers	to	safe	reuse	and	recycling	to	enable	sustainable	water	supplies	for	human	and	
ecological	use.	Increasing	water	supply	challenges,	aggravated	by	human	population	growth	and	climate	
change,	have	driven	interest	in	water	reuse	as	a	main	component	of	the	new	era	of	water	management	
(Hering	et	al.,	2013).	Within	this	area,	key	subthemes	raised	by	participants	included:	technologies	for	
the	treatment	and	reuse	of	wastewater	or	alternative	water	sources,	health	risks	associated	with	water	
reuse	in	particular	for	potable	purpose,	and	public	perception	and	acceptance	of	water	reuse	for	
potable	and	non-potable	(e.g.,	agriculture,	industry,	toilet	flushing)	purposes.		
Research	into	engineered	treatment	technologies	has	been	intense,	including	membrane	filtration	and	
oxidation	treatment	to	eliminate	microbial	and	chemical	contaminants	(Tang	et	al.,	2018;	Zodrow	et	al.	
2015).	Recent	advances	in	membrane	technology,	particularly	reverse	osmosis	(RO),	have	played	a	key	
role	in	producing	highly	purified	recycled	water	and	driving	an	increase	in	water	reuse	projects	
worldwide.	This	research	aims	to	achieve	cost-effectiveness	and	reliability	in	removing	microbial	and	
chemical	contaminants	(Tang	et	al.,	2018).	Since	some	chemical	contaminants	(e.g.,	certain	DBPs,	
pharmaceuticals)	can	cross	RO	membranes,	post-RO	oxidation	treatments	capable	of	removing	these	
contaminants	have	been	integrated	into	treatment	schemes.	Traditionally,	advanced	oxidation	
processes	that	generate	hydroxyl	radicals	have	been	used,	and	electrochemistry-based	oxidation	
treatment	has	been	attracting	increasing	attention	(Feng	et	al.,	2016).	The	degree	of	adoption	of	any	
technology	will	depend	on	its	effectiveness,	energy	demands,	feasibilty,	and	integration	into	future	
water	treatment	systems	(von	Gunten,	2018).	Nature-based	solutions	such	as	managed	aquifer	recharge	
(MAR)	and	biofiltration	similarly	show	promise	for	promoting	water	reuse	(Water	JPI,	2016).		
To	enhance	understanding	around	the	safety	of	water	reuse,	further	toxicological	and	epidemiological	
studies	are	warranted	(NRC,	2012).	In	exposure	circumstances	where	toxicological	and	epidemiological	
dose-response	data	are	lacking,	risk	assessment	can	account	for	uncertainty	and	use	the	best	available	
knowledge	to	support	design	of	safe	reuse	systems	(NRC,	2012).	Further,	quality	assurance	of	treatment	
schemes	with	regard	to	elimination	of	chemical	and	biological	contaminants,	economic	effectiveness,	
and	feasibility	of	integration	into	water	systems	must	be	resolved	to	demonstrate	usefulness	of	novel	
treatment	approaches,	for	example	via	studying	the	scaled-up	engineering	designs	(Lazarova	et	al,	
2013).	Water	reuse	may	be	an	especially	efficient	option	in	water-scarce	contexts,	where	regulation	
permits	reuse	and	other	options	cost	more	(Lafforgue	and	Lenouvel,	2015).		
In	sum,	water	reuse	complements	other	efforts	to	increase	water	availability	(e.g.,	conservation,	
desalination)	and	appears	as	a	critical	component	of	ongoing	sustainable	water	management.	Some	
participants	mentioned	public	perception	of	water	reuse,	which	overlaps	with	the	socioeconomy	of	
water.	Public	acceptance	of	water	reuse	is	a	prominent	factor	in	determining	the	future	of	water	reuse,	
as	it	significantly	influences	political	decisions	on	water	reuse	projects	(Dolnicar	et	al.,	2011).		
Water-energy	nexus		
The	water-energy	nexus	refers	to	the	study	of	how	energy	use	interacts	with	provision	of	sustainable	
water	services.	Within	this	area,	key	subthemes	raised	by	participants	included	resource	rarefaction	
(water,	energy,	raw	materials)	and	how	to	counteract	this	phenomenon	by	developing	synergies	
between	water-energy-waste	cycles,	redefining	water	and	sanitation	using	decentralized	and	renewable	
energy-based	solutions,	safe	water	treatment	at	a	low	energy	cost,	and	microbial	fuel	cells	for	
sustainable	energy	production.		
Water	rarefaction	is	increasing	due	to	long-term	increases	in	water	abstraction,	declining	resource	
availability	(Damiana	et	al.,	2017;	2030	Water	Resources	Group,	2009),	and	the	projected	effects	of	
climate	change.	Research	focuses	on	three	main	options:	increasing	water	production	by	desalination,	
reducing	abstraction	by	recycling	urban	waters,	and	reducing	water	consumption	and	water	losses.	
However,	desalination	and	water	recycling	frequently	use	energy-intensive	membrane	filtration,	
replacing	a	problem	by	another	one.	Singapore,	for	example,	is	an	island	city-state	faced	with	this	issue	
(Lenouvel	et	al.,	2014).	An	integrated	perspective	would	account	for	such	risk	substitution.		
For	instance,	the	Water	and	Wastewater	Companies	for	Climate	Mitigation	(WaCCLIM)	roadmap	to	
carbon	neutrality	in	urban	water	recommends	research	into	low-energy	options	to	produce,	transfer	
and	purify	water	(Ballard	et	al.,	2018).	One	option	is	to	recover	or	produce	energy	from	water	(e.g.,	hot	
water	recycling,	energy-neutral	wastewater	treatment,	hydropower	production	in	water	networks,	
microbial	fuel	cells).	Another	option	is	to	save	energy	(e.g.,	low-energy	membrane	filtration,	pumping	
and	pressure	optimization,	reduction	of	water	consumption,	early	leak	detection).	Water	recycling	in	
short	loops	using	nature-based	solutions	may	improve	water	management	and	save	energy	(WWAP/UN-
Water,	2018;	Lafforgue	and	Lenouvel,	2015;	Kavvada	et	al.,	2016).	OSMOSUN®	solar	desalination	units	
are	one	example	of	a	technology	combining	renewable	energy	and	water	production.	Similar	
recommendations	are	included	in	the	International	Water	Association	Principles	for	Water-Wise	Cities	
being	adopted	around	the	world	(IWA,	2016).		
In	sum,	NGT	participants	felt	that	water-energy	synergies,	water	short	loops,	and	renewable	energy	
emerged	as	prominent	options	to	investigate	resource	rarefaction.	Flexible	solutions	require	time	and	
development,	as	they	are	very	context	dependent	(Lafforgue	et	al.,	2014).	Investigative	tools	for	
structuring	and	testing	potential	water-energy	option	combinations	(e.g.,	Urb’Advanced)	may	be	useful.		
Comparison	to	other	studies	
With	increased	activity	around	the	SDGs,	WaSH	professionals	have	renewed	efforts	to	examine	high-
priority	research	areas	(UN	Water,	2018;	WHO	and	UNICEF,	2017).	Needs	assessments	are	a	valuable	
step	in	structuring	research,	policy,	and	practice	responses.	This	study	is	one	of	several	efforts	to	gather	
data	on	water	and	health	knowledge	needs,	for	instance	via	literature	review	(Hutton	and	Chase,	2016),	
electronic	survey	(Setty	et	al.,	2018b),	review	of	meeting	abstracts	(Kogevinas,	2017),	and	knowledge	
translation	activities	(USAID,	2017).	While	the	framing	differs	among	agenda-setting	methods	and	
studies,	these	synergistic	efforts	contribute	to	capacity	building	to	support	global	goals	toward	safe	
water	and	sanitation	for	all.		
In	connection	with	WHO-Europe	efforts	to	set	priorities	for	environmental	health	research,	Kogevinas	
(2017)	recommended	dialogue	between	researchers	and	stakeholders	rather	than	algorithms	or	semi-
quantitative	grading	to	non-prescriptively	assess	potential	research	topics	against	novelty,	importance	
to	people,	impact	on	policy,	and	technical	innovation	and	development.	The	WaSH	research	
prioritization	survey	in	collaboration	with	the	Sanitation	and	Water	for	All	partnership	(Setty	et	al.,	
2018b)	was	structured	around	SDG	6	targets,	with	heavy	representation	from	African	partners,	whereas	
the	present	effort	garnered	representation	primarily	from	high-income	regions.	The	literature	review	
(Hutton	and	Chase,	2016)	looked	retrospectively	at	peer-reviewed	and	gray	literature,	in	contrast	to	the	
forward-looking	expert	elicitation	used	here.	Both	the	literature	review,	which	is	subject	to	publication	
bias,	and	our	in-person	approach,	requiring	costly	travel,	likely	underrepresent	researchers	from	low-	
and	middle-income	countries.		
While	the	results	of	these	studies	overlap	in	many	ways,	research	policy	and	the	financing	of	research	
were	not	considered	in	this	study.	Similarly,	while	hygiene	and	associated	behavior	change	were	not	
excluded	topics,	they	did	not	emerge	as	a	substantive	focus	during	the	NGT	exercises.	Though	not	
explicitly	discussed	during	the	NGT	sessions,	the	context	for	the	study	was	set	in	an	era	of	shifting	
priorities,	as	the	SDGs	set	out	more	challenging	expectations	for	water	and	health	professionals,	and	
unlike	similar	development	initiatives	in	preceding	decades,	the	SDGs	explicitly	apply	to	countries	at	all	
stages	of	development.	The	targets	for	SDG	6	(UN,	2018)	comprise:	
• Achieve	universal	and	equitable	access	to	safe	and	affordable	drinking	water	for	all	
• Achieve	access	to	adequate	and	equitable	sanitation	and	hygiene	for	all	and	end	open	
defecation,	paying	special	attention	to	the	needs	of	women	and	girls	and	those	in	vulnerable	
situations		
• Improve	water	quality	by	reducing	pollution,	eliminating	dumping	and	minimizing	release	of	
hazardous	chemicals	and	materials,	halving	the	proportion	of	untreated	wastewater	and	
substantially	increasing	recycling	and	safe	reuse	globally		
• Substantially	increase	water-use	efficiency	across	all	sectors	and	ensure	sustainable	withdrawals	
and	supply	of	freshwater	to	address	water	scarcity	and	substantially	reduce	the	number	of	
people	suffering	from	water	scarcity		
• Implement	integrated	water	resources	management	at	all	levels,	including	through	
transboundary	cooperation	as	appropriate	
• Protect	and	restore	water-related	ecosystems,	including	mountains,	forests,	wetlands,	rivers,	
aquifers	and	lakes		
• Expand	international	cooperation	and	capacity-building	support	to	developing	countries	in	
water-	and	sanitation-related	activities	and	programs,	including	water	harvesting,	desalination,	
water	efficiency,	wastewater	treatment,	recycling	and	reuse	technologies		
• Support	and	strengthen	the	participation	of	local	communities	in	improving	water	and	
sanitation	management	
Equity	represents	a	central	component	of	SDG	6	and	also	appeared	as	an	underlying	driver	of	research	
needs	in	this	study.	Many	aspects	of	SDG	6,	such	as	“safe,”	“affordable,”	and	“participation”	were	
mentioned	using	similar	wording	under	the	socioeconomy	of	water	category,	which	dominated	the	
research	priorities;	however,	subthemes	addressed	neither	transboundary	management	nor	capacity	
building.	Untreated	wastewater	management	features	in	both	the	SDG	6	targets	and	the	sanitation	
category	of	the	research	priorities,	although	the	SDG	6	focus	on	ending	open	defecation	was	reflected	as	
increasing	access	to	sanitation.	The	water	resources	and	water	reuse	categories	corresponded	well	to	
the	SDG	6	targets,	including	remediation	of	polluted	ecosystems	and	desalination,	respectively.	The	
research	agenda	presented	here	paid	less	heed	to	the	specific	needs	of	women	and	girls	(e.g.,	for	
physical	safety	and	menstrual	hygiene	management).	
Limitations	
The	NGT	approach	was	appropriate	for	including	all	ideas	(rather	than	just	the	majority),	
accommodating	heterogeneity	of	experience	in	the	group,	and	ensuring	equal	footing	for	
underrepresented	voices	in	research	planning	(CDC,	2006;	Tague,	2004).	Although	the	results	provided	
sufficient	information	for	the	study’s	purposes	and	saturation	was	achieved	via	subsequent	data	
triangulation,	limitations	to	internal	validity	include	adaptations	of	the	process	used	to	fit	time	
constraints.	Limitations	of	NGT	include	the	need	for	conformity	within	a	somewhat	mechanical	process.	
The	group	sizes	(33	or	18	participants)	were	large	by	NGT	standards	(Taylor	et	al.,	1958).	While	unlikely	
to	have	restricted	idea	generation,	this	might	have	hampered	full-group	discussion	and	clustering	of	
ideas.	We	sought	to	overcome	this	by	more	thoroughly	reviewing	the	categorization	afterward,	using	
multiple	reviewers.	Normally,	NGT	includes	scoring	and	ranking	after	grouping	(CDC,	2006),	but	we	
accomplished	this	afterward	using	simple	frequencies	and	requested	member	checking	remotely	several	
months	following	the	sessions.	
While	an	effort	was	made	to	consider	ten	years	of	data	and	multiple	categories	of	water	and	health	
professionals,	the	methods	inherently	rely	on	a	sample	of	professionals,	which	limits	external	validity	
and	generalizability.	As	is	the	case	with	focus	groups,	the	viewpoints	captured	may	not	represent	all	
members	of	a	certain	demographic.	Since	participants	need	to	travel	to	attend	the	conference	in	person,	
representation	skewed	toward	a	small	number	of	high-income	countries	especially	in	vicinity	of	France.	
Furthermore,	the	scientific	committee	and	practitioners	were	invited,	and	this	method	of	“sampling”	is	
more	likely	to	result	in	a	cohesive	group	that	shares	similar	viewpoints.	The	student	participants,	in	
contrast,	can	openly	apply	to	attend,	and	are	intentionally	selected	to	increase	diversity.	Water	and	
health	topics	specified	on	the	event	announcement	aim	to	attract	student	expertise	in	the	area	of	
emerging	waterborne	pollutants	and	pathogens,	epidemiology,	microbiology,	toxicology,	analytical	
chemistry,	risk	assessment,	water	treatment,	water	hygiene,	public	health,	and	sociological	aspects	of	
risk	management.	Advertisement	and	marketing	is	generally	limited	and	likely	does	not	reach	all	
possible	candidates.	
Recommendations	
Research	planning	processes	often	stem	from	independent	primary	investigators,	either	in	isolation	or	in	
collaboration	with	others,	typically	with	a	goal	of	achieving	publication	in	a	peer-reviewed	journal.	In	
many	cases,	research	planning	and	execution	is	closely	determined	by	funding	availability	on	specific	
topics,	for	example	via	requests	for	proposals	(Setty	et	al.,	2018b).	Mechanisms	for	accountability	to	the	
public,	governments,	and	practitioners	are	less	well	established	in	academia,	although	applied,	
translational,	and	implementation	research	has	gained	traction	in	recent	decades	(Hering,	2018).	Setty	
et	al.	(2018b)	found	stakeholders	outside	of	academia	(e.g.,	governmental	and	civil	society	
organizations)	sought	but	perceived	fewer	opportunities	to	engage	in	learning	and	training	events.	
Making	research	relevant	to	potential	end	users	and	decision	makers	recommends	cross-sector	
communication	about	research	priorities	(Kogevinas,	2017;	Roux	et	al.,	2006).	Although	not	inclusive	of	
all	possible	stakeholder	types,	this	project	offered	one	approach	to	eliciting	practitioner	and	potentially	
other	stakeholder	group	perspectives	on	research	planning.		
Broad,	inclusive	processes	are	recommended	for	research	planning	(Setty	et	al.,	2018b),	including	
scientists	as	well	as	other	stakeholder	types,	with	attention	to	underrepresented	voices.	Such	processes	
are	more	likely	to	identify	a	mix	of	short-	and	long-term	priorities	as	well	as	diverse	perspectives	and	
needs.	The	SDG	process,	for	instance,	provide	an	example	of	inclusive	priority	setting,	which	can	be	used	
to	justify	research	efforts	from	2016–2030	(UN	General	Assembly,	2015).	Another	example	comes	from	
the	US	National	Science	Foundation’s	Advisory	Committee	for	Environmental	Research	and	Education	in	
2018,	which	invited	input	from	members	of	the	Association	of	Environmental	Engineering	and	Science	
Professors,	an	international	group	of	professors	educating	on	environmental	protection,	science,	and	
technology	topics	(NSF,	2018).	They	sought	to	identify	environmental	research	and	education	directions	
that	would	further	advance	national	security	and	economic	competitiveness.	This	direct	solicitation	took	
place	in	tandem	with	a	public	comment	period	over	about	two	months.	
Conscientious,	structured	exercises	such	as	NGT	can	bolster	equity,	transparency,	and	inclusivity	of	
research	planning	processes	(Viergever	et	al.,	2010).	This	and	other	approaches	may	be	adapted	to	fit	
case-specific	constraints	and	needs,	although	users	should	document	adaptations	to	consider	how	they	
might	alter	effectiveness	(Allen	et	al.,	2017;	Bartunek	and	Murninghan,	1984).	Depending	on	
organizational	needs,	periodic	reflective	exercises	can	be	timed	to	fit	into	research	planning	cycles	
(Weichselgartner	and	Kasperson,	2010).	In	practical	terms,	participation	in	research	prioritization	
exercises	can	be	time-consuming.	At	a	macro	level,	doing	an	exercise	in	conjunction	with	an	existing	
collaborative	event	created	minimal	additional	cost	and	labor.	At	a	micro	level,	grouping	similar	
responses	together	as	they	came	up	likewise	offered	a	time	advantage.	
Conclusions	
High-priority	research	areas	(in	order	of	frequency)	included	the	socioeconomy	of	water,	water	quality,	
water	treatment,	microbiology,	risk	assessment	and	management,	sanitation,	water	resources,	real-time	
and	rapid	methods,	water	reuse,	and	the	water-energy	nexus.	Each	of	these	themes	housed	a	range	of	
more	detailed	research	subthemes	and	questions.	Underlying	drivers	of	water	and	health	research	
included	social	inequity,	shifting	international	relations,	demographic	trends,	aging	infrastructure,	
antimicrobial	resistance,	and	emerging	diseases.	To	support	attainment	of	the	SDG	targets	for	water	and	
sanitation,	water	and	health	professionals	will	need	to	integrate	efforts	across	environmental	and	health	
systems,	sectors,	and	exposures;	decentralize	infrastructure	and	monitoring	capabilities;	and	adopt	
more	advanced	processes	for	safety,	surveillance,	and	responsiveness.	The	study	methods	and	findings	
may	prove	useful	for	planning	research	funding	offerings,	projects,	practicums,	and	quality	improvement	
efforts	among	a	variety	of	organizational	types	focused	on	water	and	health	issues.	
Declaration	of	interest	
Authors	include	employees	and	contractors	of	Suez,	who	received	remuneration	for	their	time	and	
travel	expenses	to	attend	work	functions	such	as	the	seminar	where	this	study	took	place.	Senior	
academics	on	the	scientific	committee	were	similarly	reimbursed	for	travel	expenses	to	attend	the	
seminar.	Students	accepted	to	the	seminar	received	accommodations	and	meals	for	the	duration	of	the	
seminar.	Some	participant	institutions	have	received	separate	funding	from	Suez	for	specific	research	
projects.	
Acknowledgements	
Our	gratitude	extends	to	all	participants	in	the	2018	International	Water	and	Health	Seminar	in	Cannes	
for	their	enthusiastic	collaboration.	We	are	especially	indebted	to	the	meeting	coordinators	for	
arranging	the	session	logistics.	Suez	provided	financial	sponsorship	for	the	meeting,	and	student	travel	
was	in	many	cases	made	possible	by	their	respective	sponsors	and	institutions.	
Workshop	participants	
Academics	
Jamie	Bartram,	The	Water	Institute	at	UNC	
Elke	Dopp,	IWW	Water	Center	
Martin	Exner,	University	of	Bonn	
Philippe	Hartemann,	University	of	Lorraine	
Paul	Hunter,	University	of	East	Anglia	
Gertjan	Medema,	KWR	Water	Cycle	Research	Institute	
Mark	Wiesner,	Duke	University		
Michael	Wilhelm,	Ruhr-University	Bochum	
Practitioners	
Reynald	Bonnard,	Suez	
Sophie	Courtois,	Suez		
Jerome	Enault,	Suez		
Michel	Lafforgue,	Suez	Consulting	
Xavier	Litrico,	Suez	
Jean-François	Loret,	Suez	
Pierre	Pieronne,	Suez	
Olivier	Schlosser,	Suez	
Daniel	Villessot,	Suez	
Flavia	Zraick,	Suez	
Students	
Claire	Bertelli,	University	of	Lausanne*	
Helena	Bielak,	IWW	Water	Center	
Nadratun	Chowdhury,	Duke	University	
Christina	Fiedler,	University	of	Natural	Resources	and	Life	Sciences,	Vienna	
Charlotte	Christiane	Hammer,	University	of	East	Anglia		
Tarek	Manasfi,	University	of	Aix-Marseille*		
Manon	Michaut,	University	of	Rouen	
Laura	Palli,	University	of	Florence		
Yoann	Perrin,	University	of	Poitiers		
Nicholas	Rogers,	Duke	University		
Sydney	Rudko,	University	of	Alberta		
Mohamed	Shaheen,	University	of	Alberta		
Sohan	Shrestha,	University	of	Queensland		
Esther	Sib,	University	of	Bonn	
Vincent	Tesson,	French	National	Institute	for	Agricultural	Research	
*postdoctoral	scholar	
References	
	
2030	Water	Resources	Group	(2009):	Charting	our	water	future.	Economic	frameworks	to	inform	
decision	making,	https://www.mckinsey.com/business-functions/sustainability-and-resource-
productivity/our-insights/charting-our-water-future,	198	pages.	
Allen,	J.D.,	Shelton,	R.C.,	Emmons,	K.M.,	Linnan,	L.A.,	2017.	Fidelity	and	Its	Relationship	to	
Implementation	Effectiveness,	Adaptation,	and	Dissemination,	in:	Brownson,	R.C.,	Colditz,	G.A.,	Proctor,	
E.K.,	Shelton,	R.C.,	Emmons,	K.M.,	Linnan,	L.A.	(Eds.),	Dissemination	and	Implementation	Research	in	
Health.	pp.	1–41.	https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190683214.003.0016	
Almaarofi,	H.,	Etemad-Shahidi,	A.,	Stewart,	R.A.,	2017.	Strategic	evaluation	tool	for	surface	water	quality	
management	remedies	in	drinking	water	Catchments.	Water	(Switzerland)	9.	
https://doi.org/10.3390/w9100738	
	
Balczun,	C.,	Scheid,	P.L.,	2017.	Free-living	amoebae	as	hosts	for	and	vectors	of	intracellular	
microorganisms	with	public	health	significance.	Viruses	9,	65.	
Ballard,	S.,	Porro,	J.,	Trommsdorff,	C.,	2018.	The	roadmap	to	a	Low-Carbon	Urban	Water	Utility.	An	
international	guide	to	the	WaCCLIM	approach,	51	pages.	https://www.international-climate-
initiative.com/fileadmin/Dokumente/2018/20181016-Roadmap-to-a-Low-Carbon-Urban-Water-Utility-
2018.pdf	
Barbosa,	A.E.,	Fernandes,	J.N.,	David,	L.M.,	2012.	Key	issues	for	sustainable	urban	stormwater	
management.	Water	Res.	46,	6787–6798.	https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2012.05.029	
Bartram,	J.,	Corrales,	L.,	Davison,	A.,	Deere,	D.,	Drury,	D.,	Gordon,	B.,	Howard,	G.,	Rinehold,	A.,	Stevens,	
M.,	2009.	Water	Safety	Plan	Manual:	Step-by-step	risk	management	for	drinking-water	suppliers.	
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-1688.1970.tb00528.x	
Bartunek,	J.M.,	Murninghan,	J.K.,	1984.	The	nominal	group	technique:	expanding	the	basic	procedure	
and	underlying	assumptions.	Gr.	Organ.	Stud.	9,	417–432.	
Baum,	R.,	Bartram,	J.,	2018.	A	systematic	literature	review	of	the	enabling	environment	elements	to	
improve	implementation	of	water	safety	plans	in	high-income	countries.	J.	Water	Health	16,	14–24.	
https://doi.org/10.2166/wh.2017.175	
	
Beer,	K.D.,	Gargano,	J.W.,	Roberts,	V.A.,	Hill,	V.R.,	Garrison,	L.E.,	Kutty,	P.K.,	Hilborn,	E.D.,	Wade,	T.J.,	
Fullerton,	K.E.,	Yoder,	J.S.,	2015.	Surveillance	for	Waterborne	Disease	Outbreaks	Associated	with	
Drinking	Water	—	United	States,	2011–2012.	MMWR	Morbidity	and	Mortality	Weekly	Report	64,	842-
848.	
Brocklehurst,	C.,	2013.	Outcomes	of	a	meeting	of	senior	finance	ministry	officials	to	discuss	decision-
making	for	WaSH:	policy	brief	for	the	Steering	Committee	of	the	Sanitation	and	Water	for	All	
partnership.	Chapel	Hill,	NC.	
Brown,	R.,	Deletic,	A.,	Wong,	T.,	2015.	Interdisciplinarity:	How	to	catalyse	collaboration.	Nature	
525(7569).	
Camarillo,	M.K.,	Stringfellow,	W.T.,	Jain,	R.,	2014.	Drinking	Water	Security	for	Engineers,	Planners,	and	
Managers:	Integrated	Water	Security	Series.	Elsevier	Inc.	https://doi.org/10.1016/C2012-0-06924-4	
Campos,	C.J.A.,	Avant,	J.,	Lowther,	J.,	Till,	D.,	Lees,	D.N.,	2016.	Human	norovirus	in	untreated	sewage	
and	effluents	from	primary,	secondary	and	tertiary	treatment	processes.	Water	Research	103,	224–232.	
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2016.07.045	
Carson,	R.,	1962.	Silent	spring.	Houghton	Mifflin,	Boston.	
CDC,	1999.	Achievements	in	public	health,	1900-1999:	control	of	infectious	diseases.	Morbidity	and	
Mortality	Weekly	Report	48:	621-629.	
CDC,	2006.	Gaining	Consensus	Among	Stakeholders	Through	the	Nominal	Group	Technique.	
Cheng,	H.,	Hu,	Y.,	Zhao,	J.,	2009.	Meeting	China’s	Water	Shortage	Crisis:	Current	Practices	and	
Challenges.	Environmental	Science	&	Technology	43(2):240-4.	
Chenoweth,	J.,	Hadjikakou,	M.,	Zoumides,	C.,	2014.	Quantifying	the	human	impact	on	water	resources:	
A	critical	review	of	the	water	footprint	concept.	Hydrol.	Earth	Syst.	Sci.	18,	2325–2342.	
https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-18-2325-2014	
Colborn,	T.,	Dumanoski,	D.,	Peterson	Myers,	J.,	1996.	Our	stolen	future.	Dutton,	New	York.	
Cunliffe,	D.,	Bartram,	J.,	Briand,	E.,	Chartier,	Y.,	Colbourne,	J.,	Drury,	D.,	Lee,	J.,	Schaefer,	B.,	Surman-Lee,	
S.,	2011.	Water	safety	in	buildings.	World	Health	Organization,	Geneva.	
Damania,	R.,	Desbureaux,	S.,	Hyland,	M.,	Islam,	A.,	Moore,	S.,	Rodella,	A.S.,	Russ,	J.,	Zaveri,	E.,	2017.	
Uncharted	Waters:	The	New	Economics	of	Water	Scarcity	and	Variability.	Washington,	DC:	World	Bank.	
doi:10.1596/978-1-4648-1179-1.	https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/28096,	101	
pages	
De	Feo,	G.,	Angelakis,	A.N.,	Antoniou,	G.P.,	El-Gohary,	F.,	Haut,	B.,	Passchier,	C.W.,	Zheng,	X.Y.,	2013.	
Historical	and	technical	notes	on	aqueducts	from	prehistoric	to	medieval	times.	Water	5,	1996-2025.	
Deere,	D.,	2017.	Climate-resilient	water	safety	plans:	Managing	health	risks	associated	with	climate	
variability	and	change.	World	Health	Organization,	Geneva.	
Dijk,	A.I.J.M.,	Beck,	H.E.,	Crosbie,	R.S.,	de	Jeu,	R.A.M.,	Liu,	Y.Y.,	Podger,	G.M.,	Timbal,	B.,	Viney,	N.R.,	
2013.	The	Millennium	Drought	in	southeast	Australia	(2001–2009):	Natural	and	human	causes	and	
implications	for	water	resources,	ecosystems,	economy,	and	society.	Water	Resources	Research	
49(2):1040-57.	
Dijkers,	M.P.J.M.,	2009.	The	value	of	“traditional”	reviews	in	the	era	of	systematic	reviewing.	Am.	J.	
Phys.	Med.	Rehabil.	88,	423–430.	https://doi.org/10.1097/PHM.0b013e31819c59c6	
Dolnicar,	S.,	Hurlimann,	A.,	Grün,	B.,	2011.	What	affects	public	acceptance	of	recycled	and	desalinated	
water?	Water	Res.	45(2),	933-943.		
Dominguez-Chicas,	A.,	Scrimshaw,	M.D.,	2010.	Hazard	and	risk	assessment	for	indirect	potable	reuse	
schemes:	An	approach	for	use	in	developing	Water	Safety	Plans.	Water	Res	44,	6115–6123.	
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2010.07.007	
Eneng,	R.,	Lulofs,	K.,	Asdak,	C.,	2018.	Towards	a	water	balanced	utilization	through	circular	economy.	
Manag.	Res.	Rev.	41,	572–585.	https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-02-2018-0080	
Feng,	Y.,	Yang,	L.,	Liu,	J.,	&	Logan,	B.E.,	2016.	Electrochemical	technologies	for	wastewater	treatment	
and	resource	reclamation.	Environ.	Sci.:	Water	Res.	Technol.	2(5),	800-831.	
Fewtrell,	L.,	Bartram,	J.,	2001.	Water	Quality:	Guidelines,	Standards	&	Health.	IWA	publishing.	
Fullerton,	K.E.,	Yoder,	J.S.,	2015.	Surveillance	for	Waterborne	Disease	Outbreaks	Associated	with	
Drinking	Water	—	United	States,	2011–2012.	MMWR	Morbidity	and	Mortality	Weekly	Report	64,	842-
848.	
Galway,	L.P.,	Parkes,	M.W.,	Allen,	D.,	Takaro,	T.K.,	2016.	Building	interdisciplinary	research	capacity:	a	
key	challenge	for	ecological	approaches	in	public	health.	AIMS	public	health	3(2):389-406.	
Gargano,	J.W.,	Adam,	E.A.,	Collier,	S.A.,	Fullerton,	K.E.,	Feinman,	S.J.,	Beach,	M.J.,	2017.	Mortality	from	
selected	diseases	that	can	be	transmitted	by	water	–	United	States,	2003–2009.	Journal	of	Water	and	
Health,	wh2017301.	
Gavrilescu,	M.,	Demnerová,	K.,	Aamand,	J.,	Agathos,	S.,	Fava,	F.,	2015.	Emerging	pollutants	in	the	
environment:	present	and	future	challenges	in	biomonitoring,	ecological	risks	and	bioremediation.	New	
Biotechnology	32,	147–156.	https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nbt.2014.01.001	
Geere,	J.L.,	Cortobius,	M.,	Geere,	J.H.,	Hammer,	C.C.,	Hunter,	P.R.,	2018.	Is	water	carriage	associated	
with	the	water	carrier’s	health?	A	systematic	review	of	quantitative	and	qualitative	evidence.	BMJ	
Global	Health	3(3):e000764.	
Gerrity,	D.,	Arnold,	M.,	Dickenson,	E.,	Moser,	D.,	Sackett,	J.D.,	Wert,	E.C.,	2018.	Microbial	community	
characterization	of	ozone-biofiltration	systems	in	drinking	water	and	potable	reuse	applications.	Water	
Research	135,	207-219.	
Ginsberg,	J.,	M.H.	Mohebbi,	R.S.	Patel,	L.	Brammer,	M.S.	Smolinski,	L.	Brilliant.	2009.	Detecting	influenza	
epidemics	using	search	engine	query	data.	Nature	457:1012-1014,	doi	10.1038/nature07634	
Gober,	P.,	Kirkwood,	C.W.,	2010.	Vulnerability	assessment	of	climate-induced	water	shortage	in	Phoenix.	
Proceedings	of	the	National	Academy	of	Sciences	107(50):21295.	
Gunnarsdóttir,	M.J.,	Gardarsson,	S.M.,	Elliott,	M.,	Sigmundsdottir,	G.,	Bartram,	J.,	2012.	Benefits	of	
water	safety	plans:	microbiology,	compliance,	and	public	health.	Environ.	Sci.	Technol.	46,	7782–7789.	
https://doi.org/10.1021/es300372h	
Hadadin,	N.,	Qaqish,	M.,	Akawwi,	E.,	Bdour,	A.,	2010.	Water	shortage	in	Jordan	—	Sustainable	solutions.	
Desalination	250(1):197-202.	
Hall,	J.,	Zaffiro,	A.D.,	Marx,	R.B.,	Kefauver,	P.C.,	Krishnan,	E.R.,	Haught,	R.C.,	Herrmann,	J.G.,	2007.	On–
Line	water	quality	parameters	as	indicators	of	distribution	system	contamination.	Journal	-	American	
Water	Works	Association,	99,	66-77.	
Hamilton,	A.B.,	Mittman,	B.S.,	2017.	Implementation	Science	in	Health	Care,	in:	Brownson,	R.C.,	Colditz,	
G.A.,	Proctor,	E.K.	(Eds.),	Dissemination	and	Implementation	Research	in	Health:	Translating	Science	to	
Practice.	Oxford	Scholarship.	https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190683214.001.0001	
Hartley,	T.W.,	2006.	Public	perception	and	participation	in	water	reuse.	Desalination	187(1):115-26.	
Hering,	J.G.,	Waite,	T.D.,	Luthy,	R.G.,	Drewes,	J.E.,	Sedlak,	D.L.,	2013.	A	changing	framework	for	urban	
water	systems.	Environ.	Sci.	Technol.	47(19),	10721-10726.	
Hering,	J.G.,	2018.	Implementation	Science	for	the	Environment.	Environ.	Sci.	Technol.	52,	5555–5560.	
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.8b00874	
Hermanowicz,	S.W.,	2008.	Sustainability	in	water	resources	management:	changes	in	meaning	and	
perception.	Sustainability	Science	3(2):181-8.	
Housh	M.,	Ostfeld	A.,	2015.	An	integrated	logit	model	for	contamination	event	detection	in	water	
distribution	systems.	Water	Research	75,	210-223.	
Hsieh,	H.F.,	Shannon,	S.E.,	2005.	Three	approaches	to	qualitative	content	analysis.	Qual.	Health	Res.	15,	
1277–1288.	https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732305276687	
Hutton,	G.,	Chase,	C.,	2016.	The	knowledge	base	for	achieving	the	sustainable	development	goal	targets	
on	water	supply,	sanitation	and	hygiene.	Int.	J.	Environ.	Res.	Public	Health	13,	1–35.	
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph13060536	
Insight,	E.,	Insight,	A.,	Kralik,	B.,	2017.	Bringing	clean,	affordable	water	to	poor	communities	through	
decentralized	water	treatment	kiosks.	Washington,	D.C.	
IPCC,	2014.	Climate	Change	2014:	Synthesis	Report.	Contribution	of	Working	Groups	I,	II	and	III	to	the	
Fifth	Assessment	Report	of	the	Intergovernmental	Panel	on	Climate	Change	[Core	Writing	Team,	R.K.	
Pachauri	and	L.A.	Meyer	(eds.)].	IPCC,	Geneva,	Switzerland,	151	pp.	
IWA,	2016.	The	IWA	Principles	for	Water	Wise	Cities.	For	Urban	Stakeholders	to	Develop	a	Shared	Vision	
and	Act	towards	Sustainable	Urban	Water.	6	pages.	http://www.iwa-network.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/08/IWA_Principles_Water_Wise_Cities.pdf	
Jekel,	M.,	Ruhl,	A.,	Meinel,	F.,	Zietzschmann,	F.,	Lima,	S.,	Baur,	N.,	Wenzel,	M.,	Gnirß,	R.,	Sperlich,	A.,	
Dünnbier,	U.,	Böckelmann,	U.,	Hummelt,	D.,	van	Baar,	P.,	Wode,	F.,	Petersohn,	D.,	Grummt,	T.,	Eckhardt,	
A.,	Schulz,	W.,	Heermann,	A.,	Reemtsma,	T.,	Seiwert,	B.,	Schlittenbauer,	L.,	Lesjean,	B.,	Miehe,	U.,	Remy,	
C.,	Stapf,	M.,	Mutz,	D.,	2013.	Anthropogenic	organic	micro-pollutants	and	pathogens	in	the	urban	water	
cycle:	assessment,	barriers	and	risk	communication	(ASKURIS).	Environ.	Sci.	Eur.	25,	20.	
https://doi.org/10.1186/2190-4715-25-20	
Joas,	A.,	Schwedler,	G.,	Choi,	J.,	Kolossa-Gehring,	M.,	2017.	Human	biomonitoring:	Science	and	policy	for	
a	healthy	future,	April	17–19,	2016,	Berlin,	Germany.	Int.	J.	Hyg.	Environ.	Health	220,	299–304.	
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijheh.2017.01.013	
Kavvada,	O.,	Horvath,	A.,	Stokes-Draut,	J.,	Hendrickson,	T.P.,	Eisenstein,	W.A.,	Nelson,	K.L.,	2016.	
Assessing	location	and	scale	of	urban	nonpotable	water	reuse	systems	for	life-cycle	energy	consumption	
and	greenhouse	gas	emissions.	Environ.	Sci.	Technol.	50	(24):13184–13194.	
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.6b02386	
Kellis,	M.,	Kalavrouziotis,	I.K.,	Gikas,	P.,	2013.	Review	of	wastewater	reuse	in	the	Mediterranean	
countries,	focusing	on	regulations	and	policies	for	municipal	and	industrial	applications.	Global	NEST	
Journal	15,	333–350.	
Kemmis,	S.,	McTaggart,	R.,	Nixon,	R.,	2016.	The	action	research	planner:	doing	critical	participatory	
action	research.	Springer:	Singapore.	
Kinnaman,	T.C.,	2017.	Economics	of	Residential	Solid	Waste	Management.	Taylor	and	Francis.	
Kotloff,	K.L.,	2017.	The	burden	and	etiology	of	diarrheal	illness	in	developing	countries.	Pediatr.	Clin.	
North	Am.	64,	799–814.	https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pcl.2017.03.006	
Kummu,	M.,	Ward,	P.,	de	Moel,	H.,	Varis,	O.,	2010.	Is	physical	water	scarcity	a	new	phenomenon?	Global	
assessment	of	water	shortage	over	the	last	two	millennia.	Environ.	Res.	Lett.	5(3).	
Lafforgue,	M.,	Lenouvel,	V.,	2015.	Closing	the	urban	water	loop:	Lessons	from	Singapore	and	Windhoek	
cities.	Environmental	Science:	Water	Research	and	Technology	2015-1,	pp	622-631.	
Lafforgue,	M.,	2016.	Synthesis	–	Economic	issues	linked	with	forests	and	the	protection	of	water	
resources.	In:	Forest	and	the	Water	Cycle:	Quantity,	Quality,	Management,	edited	by	P.	Lachassagne	and	
M.	Lafforgue,	published	by	Cambridge	Scholars	Publishing,	pp	593	–	611.	
Lafforgue,	M.,	Lenouvel,	V.,	Chevauche,	C.,	2014.	Les	systèmes	décentralisés	et	la	durabilité	des	cycles	
de	l’eau	en	ville.	TSM	11,	73-83.		
Lafforgue,	M.,	Gerard,	L.,	Vieillard,	C.,	Breton,	M.,	2018.	Modelling	of	enterobacterial	loads	to	the	Baie	
des	Veys	(Normandy,	France).	International	Journal	of	Hygiene	and	Environmental	Health	221,	847-860	
Lazarova,	V.,	Asano,	T.,	Bahri,	A.,	Anderson,	J.	(eds.),	2013.	Milestones	in	water	reuse:	the	best	success	
stories.	IWA	publishing,	408	pages.		
Lenouvel,	V.,	Lafforgue,	M.,	Chevauche,	C.,	Rethore,	P.,	2014.	The	energy	cost	of	water	independence:	
the	case	of	Singapour.	Water	Science	and	Technology	70-5,	787-794.	
Leusch,	F.,	Snyder,	S.A.,	2015.	Bioanalytical	tools:	half	a	century	of	application	for	potable	reuse.	Environ.	
Sci.:	Water	Res.	Technol.	1:	606-621.	
Li,	X.F.,	Mitch,	W.A.,	2018.	Drinking	water	disinfection	byproducts	(DBPs)	and	human	health	effects:	
multidisciplinary	challenges	and	opportunities.	Environ.	Sci.	Technol.	52(4),	1681-1689.	
Lindhe,	A.,	Rosén,	L.,	Hokstad,	P.,	2010.	Risk	evaluation	and	decision	support	for	drinking	water	systems.	
Techneau	Project,	10.	
Liu,	G.,	Zhang,	Y.,	van	der	Mark,	E.,	Magic-Knezev,	A.,	Pinto,	A.,	van	den	Bogert,	B.,	Liu,	W.,	van	der	
Meer,	W.,	Medema,	G.,	2018.	Assessing	the	origin	of	bacteria	in	tap	water	and	distribution	system	in	an	
unchlorinated	drinking	water	system	by	SourceTracker	using	microbial	community	fingerprints.	Water	
Research	138,	86-96.	
Lopez-Roldan,	R.,	Tusell,	P.,	Cortina,	J.L.,	Courtois,	S.,	Cortina,	J.L.	(2013).	On-line	bacteriological	
detection	in	water.	TrAC	Trends	in	Analytical	Chemistry	44,	46-57.	
Lu,	J.,	Struewing,	I.,	Yelton,	S.,	Ashbolt,	N.,	2014.	Detection	of	microbial	pathogens	in	drinking	water	
storage	tank	sediments,	ASM2014,	114th	General	Meeting.	American	Society	for	Microbiology,	Boston	
Massachusetts,	May	17-20.	
Lycan,	W.G.,	2010.	The	meaning	of	“water”:	an	unsolved	problem.	Philosophical	Issues	16(1):184-99.	
Maier,	H.R,	Kapelan,	Z.	Kasprzyk,	J.,	Kollat,	J.,	Matott,	L.S.,	Cunha,	M.C.,	Dandy,	G.C.,	Gibbs,	M.S.,	
Keedwell,	E.,	Marchi,	A.,	Ostfeld,	A.,	Savic,	D.,	Solomatine,	D.P.,	Vrugt,	J.A.,	Zecchin,	A.C.,	Minsker,	B.S.,	
Barbour,	E.J.,	Kuczera,	G.,	Pasha,	F.,	Castelletti,	A.,	Giuliani,	M.,	Reed,	P.M.,	2014.	Evolutionary	
algorithms	and	other	metaheuristics	in	water	resources:	Current	status,	research	challenges	and	future	
directions.	Environmental	Modelling	and	Software	62:	271-299.	
Maimon,	A.,	Tal,	A.,	Friedler,	E.,	Gross,	A.,	2010.	Safe	on-site	reuse	of	greywater	for	irrigation	-	a	critical	
review	of	current	guidelines.	Environmental	Science	&	Technology	44,	3213–3220.	
https://doi.org/10.1021/es902646g		
Manaia,	C.M.,	2017.	Assessing	the	risk	of	antibiotic	resistance	transmission	from	the	environment	to	
humans:	non-direct	proportionality	between	abundance	and	risk.	Trends	in	Microbiology	25,	173-181.	
Manasfi,	T.,	Coulomb,	B.,	Boudenne,	J.L.,	2018.	Occurrence,	origin,	and	toxicity	of	disinfection	
byproducts	in	chlorinated	swimming	pools:	An	overview.	Int.	J.	Hyg.	Environ.	Health.	220(3),	591-603.	
Manlove,	K.R.,	Walker,	J.G.,	Craft,	M.E.,	Huyvaert,	K.P.,	Joseph,	M.B.,	Miller,	R.S.,	Nol,	P.,	Patyk,	K.A.,	
O’Brien,	D.,	Walsh,	D.P.,	Cross,	P.C.,	2016.	“One	Health”	or	three?	Publication	silos	among	the	one	
health	disciplines.	PLOS	Biology	14(4):e1002448.	
Min,	B.,	Allen-Scott,	L.K.,	Buntain,	B.,	2013.	Transdisciplinary	research	for	complex	One	Health	issues:	A	
scoping	review	of	key	concepts.	Preventive	Veterinary	Medicine	112(3):222-9.	
Moe,	C.L.,	Rheingans,	R.D.,	2006.	Global	challenges	in	water,	sanitation	and	health.	J.	Water	Health	4,	
41–58.	https://doi.org/10.2166/wh.2005.039	
Morillo,	F.,	Bordons,	M.,	Gómez,	I.,	2003.	Interdisciplinarity	in	science:	A	tentative	typology	of	disciplines	
and	research	areas.	Journal	of	the	American	Society	for	Information	Science	and	Technology	
54(13):1237-49.	
Morrison,	J.,	2016.	Perfluorinated	chemicals	taint	drinking	water.	Chem.	Eng.	News	94,	20–22.	
Mukheibir,	P.,	2008.	Water	resources	management	strategies	for	adaptation	to	climate-induced	impacts	
in	South	Africa.	Water	Resources	Management	22(9):1259-76.	
National	Research	Council,	2012.	Water	reuse:	potential	for	expanding	the	nation's	water	supply	through	
reuse	of	municipal	wastewater.	National	Academies	Press.	
Nauges,	C.,	&	Whittington,	D.,	2017.	Evaluating	the	performance	of	alternative	municipal	water	tariff	
designs:	quantifying	the	tradeoffs	between	equity,	economic	efficiency,	and	cost	recovery.	World	
Development	91,	125-143.	https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2016.10.014	
NSF,	2018.	Advisory	Committee	for	ERE	(AC-ERE)	[WWW	Document].	Natl.	Sci.	Found.	URL	
https://www.nsf.gov/ere/ereweb/advisory.jsp	(accessed	9.11.18).	
OECD,	2015.	Water	and	Cities,	OECD	Studies	on	Water.	OECD	Publishing.	
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264230149-en	
Olmstead,	S.M.,	2014.	Climate	change	adaptation	and	water	resource	management:	A	review	of	the	
literature.	Energy	Econ.	46,	500–509.	https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2013.09.005	
Onda,	K.,	LoBuglio,	J.,	Bartram,	J.,	2012.	Global	access	to	safe	water:	accounting	for	water	quality	and	
the	resulting	impact	on	MDG	progress.	Int	J	Environ	Res	Public	Health	9,	880-94.	
Pagnier,	I.,	Valles,	C.,	Raoult,	D.,	La	Scola,	B.,	2015.	Isolation	of	Vermamoeba	vermiformis	and	associated	
bacteria	in	hospital	water.	Microbial	Pathogenesis	80,	14-20.	
Petterson,	S.R.,	Ashbolt,	N.J.,	2016.	QMRA	and	water	safety	management:	Review	of	application	in	
drinking	water	systems.	J.	Water	Health	14,	571–589.	https://doi.org/10.2166/wh.2016.262	
Picchioni,	F.,	Aurino,	E.,	Aleksandrowicz,	L.,	Bruce,	M.,	Chesterman,	S.,	Dominguez-Salas,	P.,	Gersten,	Z.,	
Kalamatianou,	S.,	Turner,	C.,	Yates,	J.,	2017.	Roads	to	interdisciplinarity	–	working	at	the	nexus	among	
food	systems,	nutrition	and	health.	Food	Security	9,	181-9.	
Po,	M.,	Kaercher	J,	Nancarrow	B.	Literature	review	of	factors	influencing	public	perceptions	of	water	
reuse.	CSIRO;	2003.	
Potgieter,	S.,	Pinto,	A.,	Sigudu,	M.,	Du	Preez,	H.,	Ncube,	E.,	Venter,	S.,	2018.	Long-term	spatial	and	
temporal	microbial	community	dynamics	in	a	large-scale	drinking	water	distribution	system	with	
multiple	disinfectant	regimes.	Water	Research	139,	406-419.	
Proctor,	C.R.,	Hammes,	F.,	2015.	Drinking	water	microbiology—from	measurement	to	management.	
Current	Opinion	in	Biotechnology	33,	87-94.	
Richardson,	S.D.,	Plewa,	M.J.,	Wagner,	E.D.,	Schoeny,	R.,	DeMarini,	D.M.,	2007.	Occurrence,	
genotoxicity,	and	carcinogenicity	of	regulated	and	emerging	disinfection	by-products	in	drinking	water:	a	
review	and	roadmap	for	research.	Mutation	Research/Reviews	in	Mutation	Research	636,	178-242.	
Rocha-Santos,	T.A.P.,	2018.	Editorial	overview:	micro	and	nano-plastics.	Current	Opinion	in	
Environmental	Science	&	Health	1,	52-54.	
Rose,	D.C.,	Mukherjee,	N.,	Simmons,	B.I.,	Tew,	E.R.,	Robertson,	R.J.,	Vadrot,	A.B.M.,	Doubleday,	R.,	
Sutherland,	W.J.,	2017.	Policy	windows	for	the	environment:	Tips	for	improving	the	uptake	of	scientific	
knowledge.	Environ.	Sci.	Policy.	https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2017.07.013	
Rosen,	G.,	2015.	A	history	of	public	health.	JHU	Press.	
Roux,	D.J.,	Rogers,	K.H.,	Biggs,	H.C.,	Ashton,	P.J.,	Sergeant,	A.,	2006.	Bridging	the	science-management	
divide:	Moving	from	unidirectional	knowledge	transfer	to	knowledge	interfacing	and	sharing.	Ecol.	Soc.	
11.	https://doi.org/4	
Rusin	P.A.,	Rose	J.B.,	Haas	C.N.,	Gerba	C.P.,	1997.	Risk	assessment	of	opportunistic	bacterial	pathogens	
in	drinking	water.	Reviews	Environ.	Contamin.	Toxicol.	152:57-83.	
Sano,	D.,	Amarasiri,	M.,	Hata,	A.,	Watanabe,	T.,	Katayama,	H.,	2016.	Risk	management	of	viral	infectious	
diseases	in	wastewater	reclamation	and	reuse:	Review.	Environment	International	91,	220–229.	
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2016.03.001	
Saunders,	B.,	Sim,	J.,	Kingstone,	T.,	Baker,	S.,	Waterfield,	J.,	Bartlam,	B.,	Burroughs,	H.,	Jinks,	C.,	2018.	
Saturation	in	qualitative	research:	exploring	its	conceptualization	and	operationalization.	Qual.	Quant.	
52,	1893–1907.	https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-017-0574-8	
Schlipköter,	U.,	Flahault,	A.,	2010.	Communicable	diseases:	achievements	and	challenges	for	public	
health.	Public	Health	Reviews	32,	90.	
Sedlak,	D.,	2014.	Water	4.0.	The	past,	present,	and	future	of	the	world's	most	vital	resource.	Yale	
University	Press,	New	Haven	&	London.	
Setty,	K.,	Kayser,	G.,	Bowling,	M.,	Enault,	J.,	Loret,	J.F.,	Serra,	C.P.,	Alonso,	J.M.,	Mateu,	A.P.,	Bartram,	J.,	
2017.	Water	quality,	compliance,	and	health	outcomes	among	utilities	implementing	Water	Safety	Plans	
in	France	and	Spain.	Int.	J.	Hyg.	Environ.	Health	220,	513–530.	
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijheh.2017.02.004	
	
Setty,	K.,	Enault,	J.,	Loret,	J.-F.,	Serra,	C.P.,	Alonso,	J.M.,	Bartram,	J.,	2018a.	Time	series	study	of	weather,	
water	quality,	and	acute	gastroenteritis	at	Water	Safety	Plan	implementation	sites	in	France	and	Spain.	
Int.	J.	Hyg.	Environ.	Health	221,	714–726.	https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijheh.2018.04.001	
Setty,	K.,	Willetts,	J.,	Jimenez,	A.,	Leifels,	M.,	Bartram,	J.,	2018b.	Global	water,	sanitation,	and	hygiene	
research	priorities	and	learning	challenges	under	Sustainable	Development	Goal	6.	Dev.	Policy	Rev.	
Sharp,	J.O.,	Sales,	C.M.,	Alvarez-Cohen,	L.,	2010.	Functional	characterization	of	propane-enhanced	N-
nitrosodimethylamine	degradation	by	two	actinomycetales.	Biotechnology	and	bioengineering	107,	924-
932.	
Sorenson,	S.B.,	Morssink,	C.,	Campos,	P.A.,	2011.	Safe	access	to	safe	water	in	low-income	countries:	
Water	fetching	in	current	times.	Social	Science	&	Medicine	72(9):1522-6.	
Stillo,	F.,	Gibson,	J.M.,	2017.	Exposure	to	contaminated	drinking	water	and	health	disparities	in	North	
Carolina.	Am.	J.	Public	Health	107,	180–185.	https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2016.303482	
Storey,	M.V.,	van	der	Gaag,	B.,	Burns,	B.P.,	2011.	Advances	in	on-line	drinking	water	quality	monitoring	
and	early	warning	systems.	Water	Research	45,	741-747.	
Stüken,	A.,	Haverkamp,	T.H.,	Dirven,	H.A.,	Gilfillan,	G.D.,	Leithaug,	M.,	Lund,	V.,	2018.	Microbial	
community	composition	of	tap	water	and	biofilms	treated	with	or	without	copper–silver	ionization.	
Environmental	Science	&	Technology	52,	3354-3364.	
SWA,	2018.	About	SWA	[WWW	Document].	URL	http://sanitationandwaterforall.org/about/	(accessed	
6.29.18).	
Symons,	G.E.,	2006.	Water	treatment	through	the	ages.	Journal	AWWA	98:	87-98.	
Tague,	N.R.,	2004.	The	Quality	Toolbox,	2nd	ed.	ASQ	Quality	Press,	Milwaukee.	
Tan,	B.F.,	Ng,	C.,	Nshimyimana,	J.P.,	Loh,	L.L.,	Gin,	K.Y.H.,	Thompson,	J.R.,	2015.	Next-generation	
sequencing	(NGS)	for	assessment	of	microbial	water	quality:	Current	progress,	challenges,	and	future	
opportunities.	Front.	Microbiol.	6.	https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2015.01027	
Tang,	C.Y.,	Yang,	Z.,	Guo,	H.,	Wen,	J.,	Nghiem,	L.D.,	Cornelissen,	E.R.,	2018.	Potable	water	reuse	through	
advanced	membrane	technology.	Environ.	Sci.	Technol.	52(18),	10215-10223.	
Tarlock,	A.,	1987.	The	changing	meaning	of	water	conservation	in	the	West.	Neb.	L.	Rev.	66(1):120-44.	
Taylor,	D.W.,	Berry,	P.C.,	Block,	C.H.,	1958.	Does	group	participation	when	using	brainstorming	facilitate	
or	inhibit	creative	thinking?	Adm.	Sci.	Q.	3,	23.	https://doi.org/10.2307/2390603	
Trussel,	R.R.,	2006.	Water	treatment:	the	past	30	years.	Journal	AWWA	98,	100-108.	
UN	General	Assembly,	2015.	Transforming	our	world:	the	2030	Agenda	for	Sustainable	Development.	
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13398-014-0173-7.2	
UN	Water,	2018.	Sustainable	Development	Goal	6	Synthesis	Report	on	Water	and	Sanitation.	Geneva.	
UN,	2018.	Sustainable	Development	Goals:	17	goals	to	transform	our	world	[WWW	Document].	URL	
http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/water-and-sanitation/	(accessed	6.29.18).	
USAID,	2017.	Fact	sheet:	convenient	access	to	water,	sanitation,	and	hygiene	(WASH)	expertise.	United	
States	Agency	for	International	Development,	Washington,	D.C.	
Viergever,	R.F.,	Olifson,	S.,	Ghaffar,	A.,	Terry,	R.F.,	2010.	A	checklist	for	health	research	priority	setting:	
nine	common	themes	of	good	practice.	Heal.	Res.	Policy	Syst.	8,	36.	https://doi.org/10.1186/1478-4505-
8-36	
von	Gunten,	U.,	2018.	Oxidation	processes	in	water	treatment:	are	we	on	track?	Environ.	Sci.	Technol.	
52(9),	5062-5075.		
Von	Hertzen,	L.,	Laatikainen,	T.,	Pitkänen,	T.,	Vlasoff,	T.,	Mäkelä,	M.,	Vartiainen,	E.,	Haahtela,	T.,	2007.	
Microbial	content	of	drinking	water	in	Finnish	and	Russian	Karelia–implications	for	atopy	prevalence.	
Allergy	62,	288-292.	
Von	Reyn,	C.F.,	Marlow,	J.,	Arbeit,	R.,	Barber,	T.,	Falkinham,	J.,	1994.	Persistent	colonisation	of	potable	
water	as	a	source	of	Mycobacterium	avium	infection	in	AIDS.	The	Lancet	343,	1137-1141.	
Wang,	F.,	Li,	W.,	Li,	Y.,	Zhang,	J.,	Chen,	J.,	Zhang,	W.,	Wu,	X.,	2018.	Molecular	analysis	of	bacterial	
community	in	the	tap	water	with	different	water	ages	of	a	drinking	water	distribution	system.	Frontiers	
of	Environmental	Science	&	Engineering	12.	
Wang,	H.,	Pryor,	M.A.,	Edwards,	M.A.,	Falkinham	III,	J.O.,	Pruden,	A.,	2013.	Effect	of	GAC	pre-treatment	
and	disinfectant	on	microbial	community	structure	and	opportunistic	pathogen	occurrence.	Water	
Research	47:	5760-5772.	
Value	of	Water	Campaign,	2017.	The	economic	benefits	of	investing	in	water	infrastructure.	
Water	and	Cities,	2015.	OECD	Studies	on	Water.	OECD	Publishing.	
Water	JPI,	2016.	Strategic	Research	&	Innovation	Agenda	2.0.	
http://www.waterjpi.eu/images/documents/SRIA	2.0.pdf		
Weichselgartner,	J.,	Kasperson,	R.,	2010.	Barriers	in	the	science-policy-practice	interface:	Toward	a	
knowledge-action-system	in	global	environmental	change	research.	Glob.	Environ.	Chang.	20,	266–277.	
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2009.11.006	
Whiley,	H.,	Keegan,	A.,	Giglio,	S.,	Bentham,	R.,	2012.	Mycobacterium	avium	complex–the	role	of	potable	
water	in	disease	transmission.	Journal	of	Applied	Microbiology	113,	223-232.	
WHO,	2004.	Guidelines	for	drinking	water	quality,	Third	edition,	Vol.	1,	Recommendations.	World	Health	
Organization,	Geneva.	
WHO,	IWA,	2017.	Global	Status	Report	on	Water	Safety	Plans:	A	review	of	proactive	risk	assessment	and	
risk	management	practices	to	ensure	the	safety	of	drinking-water	(No.	WHO/FWC/WSH/17.03).	Geneva.	
WHO,	UNICEF,	2017.	Progress	on	drinking	water,	sanitation	and	hygiene:	2017	update	and	SDG	
baselines.	Geneva.	
WHO,	UNICEF,	2015.	Water,	sanitation	and	hygiene	in	health	care	facilities:	Status	in	low-	and	middle-
income	countries	and	way	forward.	World	Health	Organization,	Geneva.	
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004	
Wuijts,	S.,	Van	den	Berg,	H.H.J.L.,	Miller,	J.,	Abebe,	L.,	Sobsey,	M.,	Andremont,	A.,	Medlicott,	K.O.,	van	
Passel,	M.W.,	de	Roda	Husman,	A.M.,	2017.	Towards	a	research	agenda	for	water,	sanitation	and	
antimicrobial	resistance.	Journal	of	Water	and	Health	15:	175-184.	
WWAP	(United	Nations	World	Water	Assessment	Programme)/UN-Water,	2018.	The	United	Nations	
World	Water	Development	Report	2018:	Nature-Based	Solutions	for	Water.	Paris,	UNESCO,	
http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0026/002614/261424e.pdf,	154	pages.	
Zhang,	Y.,	Oh,	S.,	Liu,	W.T.,	2017.	Impact	of	drinking	water	treatment	and	distribution	on	the	
microbiome	continuum:	an	ecological	disturbance's	perspective.	Environ.	Microbiol.	19:	3163-3174.	
Zodrow,	K.	R.,	Li,	Q.,	Buono,	R.	M.,	Chen,	W.,	Daigger,	G.,	Dueñas-Osorio,	L.,	Elimelech,	M.,	Huang,	X.,	
Jiang,	G.,	Kim,	J.H.,	Logan,	B.E.,	Sedlak,	D.L.,	Westerhoff,	P.,	Alvarez,	P.J.J.,	2017.	Advanced	materials,	
technologies,	and	complex	systems	analyses:	Emerging	opportunities	to	enhance	urban	water	security.	
Environ.	Sci.	Technol.	51(18),	10274-10281.	
	 	
Supplemental	Information:	List	of	submitted	research	questions/themes	
	
Research	
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Research	Question/Theme	
Socioeconomy	
of	water	
Access	to	safe	water	
Cultural	constructs	such	as	the	meaning	of	water	and	understanding	of	water	quality	
Public	information	and	participation	
Social	acceptance	of	new	issues	in	water	and	health	
Water-saving	culture	
Water	governance	
Training	and	human	resources:	change	in	profile	of	system	operators	with	"smarter"	
systems	
Integration	of	technology	and	life	science	research	with	social	sciences	
Getting	populations	"on	the	grid"	of	water	and	wastewater	services	
How	can	we	ensure	equitable	access	to	water	and	sanitation?	
Socio-economic	factors	affecting	affordability	of	water	and	sanitation		
Water	management	in	slums	
Water	treatment	and	reuse	on	the	household	scale	
Water	and	the	one-health	concept:	ensuring	water	is	good	for	health	
Implementation	science	and	operational	research	
Water-wise	smart	cities	
Improving	public	acceptance	of	wastewater	reuse	
Water	quality	
	
Epidemiological	effects	of	substances	remaining	in	water	on	human	health	
Health	risk	of	micropollutants	and	methodologies	for	studying	mixtures	
Control	of	antimicrobial	resistance	in	water	
Influence	of	different	kinds	of	organic	matter	on	disinfection	byproducts,	microbial	
growth,	etc.;	goal	and	criteria	for	organic	matter	limits	in	produced	water	
Which	thresholds	to	use	in	the	absence	of	micropollutant	regulation	
"Silent"	pollution	of	surface	waters	(e.g.,	with	endocrine	disruptors)	
Eutrophication	and	cyanobacterial	toxins	
Sediment	contaminants	
Oxidation	byproducts	
Assessment	of	micropollutants	and	mixtures	
Improved	techniques	for	micropollutant	detection	(e.g.,	time	required,	volume	
needed,	limit	of	detection)	
Non-targeted	analysis	of	chemicals	and	microbes	in	aquatic	systems	
In-vitro	bioassays	
Defining	water	toxicity	and	using	online	monitoring	to	measure	it	
Innovative,	simple,	and	cost-effective	methods	for	detection	of	effects	in	water	
samples	
Analytical	progress	to	assess	significance	of	very	low	contaminant	concentrations	
and	exposure	levels	(including	cocktail	effects)	
Costs	vs.	health	benefits	of	water	treatment	methods	
Water	
treatment	
	
Drinking	water	production	from	seawater;	solutions	for	safe	disposal	of	
concentrated	brine	waste	
Cost-efficiency	of	membrane	treatment	
Chemical-free	drinking	water	treatment	chemical	free	
Which	disinfection	byproducts	are	really	harmful?	How	can	they	be	avoided?	
Health-related	advantages	of	water	disinfection	
Sustainable	alternatives	for	drinking	water	treatment	
Reducing	environmental	impact	of	water	treatment	
Treatment	technologies	for	distributed	(cellular)	systems	and	water	reuse	
Pathogen	removal	in	drinking	water	
Induction	of	autolysis	of	bacteria	in	water	systems	(e.g.,	using	quorum	sensing	
particles	or	bacteriophages)	
New	technologies	for	emerging	contaminant	removal	
Low-cost	technologies	for	upgrading	infrastructure	
Water	
microbiology	
	
Environmental	microbiomes	
Relationship	between	bacteria,	viruses,	and	eukaryote	cells	
Inter-kingdom	or	inter-species	communication	
Stopping	the	transmission	of	pathogenic	microbes	from	water	systems	to	humans	
and	animals	
Biological	stability	of	stored	water	
Legionella	prevention	approaches,	sources,	spread,	and	pathogenicity	
Growth	pathogens	
Amoebae	and	other	reservoirs	for	pathogenic	bacteria	and	viruses	
Bacterial	regrowth	and	the	long-term	consequences	of	using	disinfectants	to	control	
it	
The	"good	biofilm":	a	good	way	to	fight	bad	bugs	
Unpredictable	bacterial	contamination	from	biofilms	
Application	of	metagenomics	to	sewage	surveys	of	population	health,	detection	of	
pathogens,	and	understanding	and	control	of	microbial	treatment	processes	
Metagenomics	and	high-throughput	sequencing	
Sanitation	
	
Water	and	solid	waste	impacts	on	public	health	
Health	and	occupational	implications	of	waste	and	residue	disposal	
Sanitation	(access	to	toilets)	
Improved	sanitation	systems	
Decentralised	solutions	for	water	sanitation	
Transition	from	centralised	towards	decentralised	solutions	for	water	distribution	
and	sanitation	
Legionella	and	sewage	treatment	plants:	consequences	for	river	ecology,	
legionellosis,	and	risk	regulation	
New	methods	to	reduce	pathogenic	microbes	(and	genes)	from	wastewater	
Identification,	detection,	and	removal	of	persistant,	mobile,	toxic	(PMT)	substances	
Innovative	techniques	for	removal	of	micropollutants	(contaminants)	from	
wastewater	
Tertiary	wastewater	treatment	to	remove	contaminants	
Risk	
assessment	
and	
management	
	
Risk	assessment	methods	for	obligate	pathogens	versus	facultative	(opportunistic)	
pathogens,	and	using	QMRA	(quantitative	microbial	risk	assessment)	versus	ALARA	
(as	low	as	reasonably	achievable)	principles	
Combined	risk	assessment	for	chemicals	and	microorganisms	
Uncertainties	of	health	risk	assessments	
Water	Safety	Plans	that	can	be	used	in	a	broad	context	
Management	of	water	following	crisis	events	(hurricanes,	floods,	etc.)	
Resilience	in	war	and	terrorist	attacks	and	[consequence]	for	water	in	hospitals;	New	
conception	of	civil	defense	
Improved	security	in	water	distribution	
What	improvement	to	health	risk	assessment	may	be	provided	by	metagenomic	and	
other	"omics"	
Unknown	risks	
Adaptation	to	weather	extremes	
Water	
resources	
	
Industry-	or	agriculture-driven	groundwater	contamination	
Protection	of	drinking	water	resources	
Water	conservation	and	scarcity	
Water	shortages	and	drought	
Water	loss	minimization	technologies	
Droughts	as	a	consequence	of	irrigation	practice	
Circular	economy	for	water,	using	short	or	recycling	circuits	
Watershed	management	plans	
Microbial	source	tracking	
Ex-situ	and	in-situ	bioremediation	of	polluted	soil	and	aquatic	systems	
Information	
and	artificial	
intelligence	
	
Integration	of	epidemiological	or	health	systems	data	with	water	quality	data	
Data	scraping	and	informatics	for	monitoring	public	health	
Water	and	health	risk	assessment:	how	to	define	alternatives	to	long,	difficult,	and	
costly	epidemiology	studies	using	artificial	intelligence	and	data	management	(cf.	
Google,	etc.)	
Generation	of	large	datasets	and	analysis	of	big	data	
Instrumentation	to	support	digital	solutions	
Water	quality	modeling	
Integrative	models	of	contaminant	sources	and	environmental	pathways	and	control	
options	
Informatics	for	monitoring	and	diagnosing	infrastructure	integrity	and	performance	
Safe	and	effective	information	transmission	to	support	centralized	management	
systems	
Real-
time/rapid	
methods	
	
Real-time	monitoring	
On-line	water	monitoring	for	pathogens	
On-line	water	monitoring	for	micropollutants	
Real-time	risk	management	
Water	treatment	plant	operation:	risk	management	in	real	time	
How	to	have	real-time	guarantee	of	safe	drinking	water?	
Early	detection	systems	
What	measures	or	analyses	could	be	incorporated	into	water	meters	to	guarantee	
safe	water?	
Rapid	detection	of	contamination	
Water	reuse	
	
Health	risks	associated	with	increasing	water	reuse	
Health	risks	of	direct	potable	reuse	
New	water	resources,	such	as	desalination	or	wastewater	reuse	
Safe	water	reuse	for	agriculture	
Safe	water	reuse	approaches	and	pilot	studies	
Increasing	water	reuse	
Water	reuse:	different	water	quality	for	different	uses	
Safe	wastewater	reuse	
Water-energy	
nexus	
Safe	water	treatment	at	a	low	energy	cost	
Resource	rarefaction	(water,	energy,	raw	materials)	
Redefining	water	and	sanitation	using	decentralized	and	renewable	energy-based	
solutions	
Synergies	between	water-energy-waste	cycles	
Microbial	fuel	cells	for	sustainable	energy	production	
	
